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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, June 30, 1999 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. WALSH). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC, 
June 30, 1999. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable JAMES T. 
WALSH to act as Speaker pro tempore on this 
day. 

J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Reverend Don Borling, Pastor, 
All Saints Lutheran Church, Orland 
Park, Illinois, offered the following 
prayer: 

O Lord of all life, we come before You 
as people of peace. Our tasks are awe-
some. Our calling to serve is precious 
and, at the same time, very humbling. 

Lord, help us always to walk in the 
shoes of those who brought us here, the 
factory worker and the artist, the law-
yer and the school custodian, the farm-
er and the cook. 

We are the human family, bound to-
gether by a spirit with no boundaries, 
and yet a spirit as real and as simple as 
the air we breathe every day. 

Our world aches for peace. So help us 
be the instruments of Your healing. 

May we be firm but gentle, just and 
forgiving, full of resolve, and yet al-
ways open to the varied dance of Your 
many voices. 

With Your guidance, Lord, we can 
serve with joy, come to work each day 
with the goodness of the human spirit 
in our hearts. 

Help us to see the world we serve 
with fresh vigor, renewed purpose, and 
the determination to make a dif-
ference. It is an honor to be here. 

O Lord of all life, thanks for sharing 
this journey with us. 

Amen. 
f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 

MASCARA) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. MASCARA led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. After 
the first 1-minute speech concerning 
the guest chaplain, the Chair will rec-
ognize up to 15 one-minutes on each 
side. 

f 

WELCOMING REVEREND DON 
BORLING, PASTOR, ALL SAINTS 
LUTHERAN CHURCH, ORLAND 
PARK, ILLINOIS 
(Mr. NUSSLE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise and 
take this opportunity to welcome to 
the Chamber Pastor Don Borling, his 
wife Jude, son Jeremy, daughter Cassie 
from Orland Park, Illinois, from All 
Saints Lutheran Church, my home 
church where I grew up, starting at age 
14. In fact, exactly 25 years ago tomor-
row, Pastor Don Borling arrived at All 
Saints Lutheran Church to guide all of 
us, to give us inspiration, to provide 
for us the word of God. I want to thank 
him today for coming and being our 
guest chaplain. 

Mr. Speaker, we have had debate in 
this Chamber over the last many weeks 
since some of the tragedies involving 
young people in this country. And it 
comes to mind my own personal jour-
ney and, as a young teenager, the in-
spiration, the guidance, and the love 
that a pastor such as Don Borling gave 
to me as a young person. I do not know 
if that would work for everybody, but I 
can tell my colleagues that the inspira-
tion that he gave me and the influence 
that he had on my life is something 
that has been as profound as any of my 
immediate family. 

And so, as we continue to labor today 
to figure out ways to solve the prob-
lems that face our young people, I 
would just commend to my colleagues 
that being a mentor, being an inspira-
tion from one person to another, mak-
ing the kind of connection that we 
need to make with young people is 
something that Don has taught me; 
and I would commend that to my col-
leagues.

COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT ACT 

(Mr. MASCARA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. MASCARA. Mr. Speaker, the 
House will soon consider landmark leg-
islation amending Depression-era 
banking laws. This bill will bring the 
banking, securities, and insurance in-
dustry regulations in line with the 21st 
century marketplace. These changes 
will create greater efficiency and con-
sumer choices. 

However, one element of this indus-
try that does not reform is the Commu-
nity Reinvestment Act, known as CRA. 
CRA has provided for increased loans 
to distressed communities, expanded 
homeownership opportunities, and has 
helped small businesses develop and 
flourish. 

In recent years, two-thirds of all 
small business loans were made under 
CRA. It has also provided for a sharp 
increase in mortgage loans to low and 
moderate income families. 

CRA investments are good invest-
ments. Financial institutions recognize 
the importance of serving their com-
munities. The Community Reinvest-
ment Act is a good, profitable business 
for banks and the community. I call on 
my colleagues to support CRA as an 
important part of financial services re-
form. 

f 

CUBAN RAFTER INCIDENT 

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
the inscription on the Statue of Lib-
erty refers to our great country as the 
Mother of Exiles, which requests ‘‘give 
me your tired, your poor, your huddled 
masses * * * of your teeming shore.’’ 

However, yesterday, the U.S. Coast 
Guard in South Florida took actions 
against Cuban freedom seekers which 
call into question our U.S. commit-
ment to these principles. Not only was 
it not in the fine tradition of this agen-
cy, but it raises grave concern over the 
treatment of those seeking asylum 
from brutal dictatorships, such as the 
Castro regime in Cuba. 

The first symbol of liberty these ref-
ugees come into contact with is the 
U.S. Coast Guard. Is their first impres-
sion to be unwarranted acts of aggres-
sion which violate their human rights? 

The Coast Guard has literally saved 
the lives of thousands of refugees, and 
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yesterday’s acts were not in line with 
that fine history. I have spoken to the 
Commandant of the U.S. Coast Guard 
about this matter, and he has assured 
me that an immediate investigation of 
the specific actions is already under-
way. 

I look forward to the briefing that 
senior officials of the Coast Guard and 
other agencies will provide us with 
today to ensure that this will never 
happen again. 

f 

AMERICAN WORKERS ARE 
GETTING PINK SLIPS 

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday General Motors closed its plant 
in Flint, Michigan. Another 3,600 
American manufacturing jobs gone. 

Meanwhile, General Motors plants all 
over the world remain open. Think 
about it. While foreign workers are 
building American cars, American 
workers are getting pink slips. Beam 
me up. 

I do not blame General Motors. I 
blame our trade policy. Our trade poli-
cies are killing jobs and killing invest-
ment. 

The question I have today: If our 
trade policy is so good, why does Japan 
not do it? Why does China not do it? 
My colleagues, think about that. 

I yield back what manufacturing jobs 
we have left in America.

f 

REPUBLICANS WANT TO GIVE 
EXTRA MONEY COLLECTED BY 
GOVERNMENT BACK TO TAX-
PAYERS 

(Mr. ROGAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, under a 
Republican Congress, our economy is 
projecting huge budget surpluses over 
the next 10 years. And I do not mean 
liberal Democrat style surpluses. I 
mean real surpluses that do not count 
and include the Social Security Trust 
Fund. 

The debate has begun already as to 
what to do with the extra money now 
being collected by the Government. 
The Republicans want to give it back 
to the people who earned it in the first 
place—the taxpayers. But the liberals 
do not see it that way. They want to 
spend it. As I speak, they are coming 
up with huge new Washington pro-
grams even before the surplus has actu-
ally come in. 

So that is our choice. Congress can 
spend it, or we can give it back in form 
of tax relief to the families that earned 
it. Republicans want the politicians in 
Washington to keep their hands off 
working families’ money. This is a bat-

tle we will be proud to wage as we go 
forward in the next few weeks.

f 

PRESCRIPTION DRUGS FOR 
SENIORS 

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
am proud this morning to talk about 
one of those programs that the Presi-
dent announced yesterday that we need 
to do, and we should have done it many 
years ago. 

Studies have shown across this coun-
try in congressional districts prescrip-
tion drugs on the average cost twice as 
much for senior citizens as they do for 
other most favored customers. It af-
fects people like in my district 85-year-
old constituent who relies on Social 
Security as her primary source of in-
come and she has medical conditions 
that require her to spend $260 a month 
on prescription medication. She has al-
ready sold her car, sold her furniture to 
pay for these prescription drugs; and 
yet she cannot continue to afford it for 
$3,000 a year. 

The President yesterday announced a 
program that will not help as much as 
maybe I would like to, but it goes fur-
ther than what we have today. With 
the budget as good as it is, maybe we 
ought to pay something back to those 
senior citizens who have built this 
country into what it is and not make 
them spend $3,000 a year of their Social 
Security money for prescription medi-
cation. 

In her case, it would actually almost 
cut her prescription cost in half, the 
President’s program would do. And so, 
that is what we need to do. 

Sure, I would like to have tax cuts. 
But let us take care of those folks who 
have built this country and made it 
what it is today.

f 

REPUBLICANS WANT TO KNOW 
WHAT FICA MAN IS DOING WITH 
ALL THE MONEY 

(Mrs. KELLY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, what does 
the FICA man do with the FICA taxes 
taken out of a worker’s paycheck? 

Most workers assume, as I used to, 
that the taxes collected from the work-
er’s paycheck for Social Security and 
Medicare were actually spent on Social 
Security and Medicare. Well, it turns 
out that is not exactly the case. 

The FICA man has been engaging in 
some very funny business with our sen-
iors’ Social Security and Medicare 
money, and more and more seniors are 
learning the harsh truth about the way 
our Government is running the Social 
Security Trust Fund. 

The FICA man collects the money 
and uses it to fund all kinds of things, 
things which have nothing to do with 
Social Security or medicare. Repub-
licans want to know what the FICA 
man is doing with all that money. We 
want to put an end to the practice of 
raiding the Social Security Trust Fund 
anytime Washington feels like it. 

‘‘But wait,’’ my Democrat colleagues 
will say, ‘‘Social Security was designed 
to operate like that.’’ 

Exactly. And that is what we want to 
change. 

f 

FEDERAL RESERVE DECIDING 
HOW HIGH, HOW MUCH, HOW 
OFTEN TO RAISE INTEREST 
RATES 

(Mr. DEFAZIO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, at this 
very moment, the Federal Reserve is 
ensconced in their marble palace down-
town meeting in secret, eating a ca-
tered breakfast off of fine china, all 
paid for by the taxpayer. 

They are deciding how high, how 
much, how often to raise interest rates 
to combat inflation that does not exist. 

They are about to raise the rates on 
credit cards for tens of millions of 
Americans, auto loans for tens of mil-
lions of Americans, mortgages for tens 
of millions of Americans? 

Why? Because they said they are 
worried about the stock bubble on Wall 
Street.

b 1015 

But instead of using their awesome 
power to go directly at the speculators 
and the rampant speculation on Wall 
Street, they are going to take a whack 
at Main Street in the hope that the 
pain and the message exacted on aver-
age consumers filters up to the specu-
lators on Wall Street. This is a bizarre 
new twist in economics. 

It is time to pull back the curtain of 
secrecy and reveal the profundity of 
the Federal Reserve working in the in-
terests of the privileged few at the ex-
pense of the majority in this country. 

f 

HIGHLY INEFFECTIVE 
GOVERNMENT—THE SEQUEL 

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, today a se-
quel to the speech I gave the other day 
about the seven habits of highly inef-
fective government. Mr. Speaker, there 
are more habits: 

Number one, create programs and 
regulations which duplicate already ex-
isting programs at the State level. 
Much of what the Federal government 
does falls into that category. 

Number two, make promises that 
cannot be kept. If we are not careful, 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:13 Oct 04, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00002 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H30JN9.000 H30JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 14719June 30, 1999
Medicare and Social Security could 
qualify here. 

Number three, do not reform pro-
grams that could go bankrupt until 
there is a crisis. We are still waiting 
for the President’s Social Security re-
form. 

Number four, never hold programs 
accountable for what they fail to 
achieve. Title I education funding has 
yet to raise student achievement. 

Number five, refuse to reform pro-
grams going bankrupt but rather vilify 
those who attempt to save them. Any-
one remember Mediscare? 

Number six, pretend that only Demo-
crats want to solve problems. No elabo-
ration necessary here. 

Number seven, declare that the era of 
big government is over, yet continue 
expanding big government as much as 
possible. 

f 

SENIORS SHOULD NOT HAVE TO 
CHOOSE BETWEEN PAYING 
THEIR RENT AND BUYING THEIR 
MEDICATIONS 
(Mr. ROTHMAN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, recent 
advances in modern medicine, espe-
cially in the area of pharmaceutical in-
novation, have yielded extraordinary 
benefits for all Americans, but espe-
cially for our seniors. In fact, over one-
third of all the medicines approved by 
the FDA in the last decade have tar-
geted diseases that are common in the 
elderly; and while these medicines are 
good and beneficial for our seniors and 
all Americans as a whole, the fact is 
that some of these drugs are very ex-
pensive. Those seniors that depend on 
Medicare for their health coverage are 
especially affected by the high costs of 
medications because the Medicare pro-
gram in most cases does not cover the 
cost of prescription drugs. 

This past week I sat in a living room 
in my district in South Hackensack, 
New Jersey, and heard from seniors 
about the financial hardships they 
must endure to pay for their medica-
tions. Mr. Speaker, America’s seniors 
should not have to choose between pay-
ing their rent each month or buying 
the medications that will save or ex-
tend their lives. I commend President 
Clinton for raising the level of national 
debate on prescription drugs for Amer-
ica’s seniors, and I urge all of my col-
leagues to rise to this challenge for the 
seniors of today and for the seniors of 
tomorrow. 

f 

THE SURPLUS BELONGS TO THE 
TAXPAYERS 

(Mr. Ballenger asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, the 
latest government economic report es-

timates that the budget surpluses over 
the next 15 years will be larger than ex-
pected, much larger than expected. 
While the other side is busy celebrating 
the new opportunities to expand the 
Federal bureaucracy and create new 
Washington programs, conservatives 
are asking more fundamental questions 
about the budget surplus: To whom 
does it belong? Once that question is 
answered, it is easier to answer the 
question about what should be done 
with it. 

The surplus belongs, of course, to the 
taxpayers. Note the surplus does not 
belong to all Americans, it belongs to 
the people who sent the money to 
Washington to begin with. 

Now, if the Democrats have their 
way, that money will be spent. Many 
Democrats will talk about using it for 
debt reduction, but history does not in-
spire confidence. Anyone who claims 
that the liberal tax and spenders will 
not spend the surplus is invited to give 
me just one example of an instance 
when it did not happen. 

f 

THE COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT 
ACT 

(Ms. BALDWIN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to add my voice in support of the 
Community Reinvestment Act. Since 
1977 this act has been instrumental in 
countering discrimination in lending 
practices. As we consider H.R. 10 this 
week, we should strengthen this suc-
cessful program. 

The CRA requires that financial in-
stitutions give back to the commu-
nities in which they reside. In the 22 
years of its existence loans to African 
Americans have increased 72 percent, 
loans to Hispanic families have in-
creased by 45 percent. These impressive 
statistics along with CRA’s track 
record of assisting low income families 
participate in the American dream of 
home ownership and entrepreneurship 
should be enough evidence to protect 
and expand it in the House banking 
bill. Neighborhoods that only two dec-
ades ago were in decline are now show-
ing signs of new life. 

Mr. Speaker, the CRA encourages 
fair business practices, reinvigorates 
communities and creates jobs, all 
things this Congress should support. 

f 

HOWARD COUNTY SUMMER THE-
ATER: 25 YEARS OF GREAT PRO-
DUCTIONS AND WORTHY CAUSES 

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, this summer will mark the 
silver anniversary of the Howard Coun-

ty Maryland Summer Theater. This 
outstanding all-volunteer organization, 
which annually donates the proceeds 
from its productions to worthwhile hu-
manitarian causes, was founded 25 
years ago by a dedicated group of citi-
zens who wanted their children and 
others to have a theatrical outlet dur-
ing the summer. These individuals, 
Elsie Best, Jean Grenon and Hazel 
Philbrick, had the vision and commit-
ment to make a wonderful theatrical 
opportunity available to Howard Coun-
ty residents. 

Since its founding, the theater has 
presented 25 productions and has con-
tributed more than $17,000 from its 
family-oriented musicals to local orga-
nizations assisting the homeless and 
the elderly as well as children effected 
by divorce, abuse and illness. In 25 
years more than 15,000 people have at-
tended the Howard County Summer 
Theater. Hello, Dolly will open this 
July 16. It is my sincerest wish that 
the theater will continue to enjoy im-
pressive community-wide support this 
season and well into the future. 

I want to extend my best regards to 
all those affiliated with the Howard 
County Summer Theater, especially to 
the theatrical pioneers who made it 
possible over the past 25 years and to 
those who are dedicated to keeping a 
good thing going. Congratulations and 
God’s blessing. 

f 

TOP PRIORITIES 

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the 
President’s proposal to strengthen So-
cial Security and Medicare, provide 
prescription drug coverage for seniors, 
give middle class tax cuts and elimi-
nate the Federal debt are well-rounded 
and thoughtful. Saving Social Security 
and Medicare and extending their sol-
vency needs to be a top priority of this 
Congress. Prescription drug coverage 
for seniors is a critical part of any 
modern health program. Treatment 
with medication is cost effective when 
compared to treating late stage ail-
ments with surgery or other in-patient 
care. Our seniors who struggle every 
day for their prescription drugs should 
not have to choose between paying for 
food and paying for medication. A pre-
scription drug benefit will prepare 
Medicare and our seniors’ health care 
for the 21st century. 

Fortunately, we are in a position to 
accomplish these goals due to a strong 
economy and a once in a generation 
Federal surplus. Providing prescription 
drug coverage for seniors as well as 
providing tax relief for working fami-
lies is sound and responsible. This op-
portunity must not be squandered; it 
must not be wasted. We need to provide 
for seniors for their future. 
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PUT OUR FINANCIAL HOUSE IN 

ORDER 
(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, ask a 
liberal what he would do to get rid of 
the budget deficit, and he or she will 
say: Raise taxes. Ask a conservative 
the same question, and he or she will 
say: Cut spending. That in a nutshell is 
how we got from a huge budget deficit 
to the current budget surplus we now 
enjoy. President Clinton choose the lib-
eral way when he raised taxes in 1993, 
the largest tax increase in history. Re-
publicans took over the majority in 
Congress in 1995 and have tried to cut 
spending and limit the amount of new 
big government spending programs pro-
posed by the liberals. Two different vi-
sions, two different paths to achieve 
the common goal of a balanced budget. 

Republicans forced the President to 
submit a balanced budget after his first 
two budgets contained $200 billion defi-
cits as far as the eye can see. We are 
grateful that the President finally 
agreed to work with Republicans to put 
our financial house in order. Lower 
mortgage interest rates, lower credit 
card payments and more job creation 
have resulted from the change from 
budget deficits to budget surplus. Good 
fiscal discipline will help save Social 
Security and Medicare.

f 

THERE WILL NEVER BE A BETTER 
TIME TO CUT TAXES 

(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, 
according to the numbers as we just 
heard that were released this week, the 
OMB has decided that there is going to 
be a surplus of some $1 trillion over the 
next 15 years. This is good news, and it 
provides Congress with an historic op-
portunity to improve the standard of 
living of our Nation by giving tax re-
lief. 

The President said in a Rose Garden 
ceremony Monday: Our new budget 
framework will use part of the surplus 
to provide substantial tax relief. The 
average American has to work 129 days 
or to May 11 before they get through 
paying their taxes. Last year, tax reve-
nues grew by 9 percent. That is twice, 
twice as fast as the economy grew. 

Now there are several tax cut plans 
that we could talk about, but the one 
that I would favor is one I introduced 
in this House, is to cut taxes across the 
board. It is the fairest and the simplest 
way. It stops the proposal, it stops the 
practice, rather, of picking winners and 
losers among overtaxed Americans and 
allows everybody who pays Federal in-
come taxes to keep more of their hard-
earned money. 

Mr. Speaker, with the economy grow-
ing and the Federal Government run-
ning a giant surplus, there will never 
be a better time than now to cut taxes.

f 

IT TAKES A REPUBLICAN 
CONGRESS TO GET THE JOB DONE 

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, President 
Clinton ran an ad in his first presi-
dential campaign back in 1992 in which 
he said he wanted to end welfare as we 
know it. Then what happened? Well, he 
had a Democrat-controlled Congress 
for the first 2 years of his term, and 
what did they do on welfare reform? 
Nothing. 

The American people decided it was 
time for a change in 1994, just 2 years 
later, and elected a Republican major-
ity in the House for the first time in 40 
years. The Republican Congress passed 
welfare reform; the President vetoed it. 
And then we passed it again, and then 
he vetoed it a second time. We finally 
passed it a third time shortly before 
the election, and the President finally 
signed it into law, and then he took 
credit for it. 

The liberals had ranted and raved 
that welfare reform, because it passed, 
we would see people starving in the 
streets. Well, just about everybody now 
agrees that the welfare reform has been 
one of the greatest success stories in 
years. Millions of people who were 
stuck, who were trapped on welfare are 
now working and supporting them-
selves and their own children instead of 
relying on their fellow taxpayers to 
support them. 

Mr. Speaker, it took a Republican 
Congress to get the job done.

f 

PHILOSOPHICAL DIFFERENCES 

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, there is a 
philosophical difference between the 
Congress and the White House. It will 
be difficult to reach any kind of agree-
ment on the size and scope of govern-
ment. 

Republicans want to move in one di-
rection, and the liberals in the White 
House in another direction. Repub-
licans want a smaller Federal Govern-
ment. The President is fighting to ex-
pand the government. Republicans 
want to cut unnecessary wasteful 
Washington spending. The President 
wants to increase spending, throwing 
money at any kind of problem. The Re-
publicans want the 2000 census to be 
conducted in accordance with the Con-
stitution, which states clearly there 
shall be an actual enumeration because 
everyone counts. The President wants 

to rig the census by allowing political 
appointees to oversee sampling or, in 
other words, take another poll. Repub-
licans want to pass a tax cut for work-
ing Americans. The President is op-
posed. Republicans want to protect the 
surplus. The President wants to use it 
for new Washington spending. 

With such sharp differences in vision, 
it is no surprise that negotiations will 
be slow and difficult. But here in Con-
gress we will work hard for the Repub-
lican vision of lower taxes and less gov-
ernment, giving working Americans 
more freedom and a little extra room 
in their family budget.

f 

CLINTON/GORE ACTIONS TO UN-
DERMINE THE IMPORTANCE OF 
PARENTS 

(Mr. SMITH of New Jersey asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, when information reached me 
that the Clinton administration is 
working hard at the United Nations to 
undermine and to utterly trash the 
role of parents throughout the world, I 
was outraged. Five years ago at the 
Cairo Population Control Conference 
AL GORE led an unsuccessful effort to 
get abortion on demand throughout 
pregnancy declared an international 
right. Now Bill Clinton and AL GORE’s 
hand-picked negotiators at this week’s 
5-year follow-up meeting on the Cairo 
conference are at it again. They are 
formally pushing to delete from the 
proposed implementation document 
the only two references urging, quote, 
respect for the rights, duties and re-
sponsibilities of parents in the critical 
areas of sex education and reproductive 
care for adolescents. 
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Ironically, while these anti-parent 
proposals are being aggressively pushed 
at the U.N., the House is poised to take 
up legislation to protect minor chil-
dren from abortion through parental 
notification or consent. Despite broad 
support for the bill and wide recogni-
tion of the unique importance of par-
ents, this administration is threat-
ening to veto this legislation. 

Now, by their delegates’ activities at 
the U.N., Bill Clinton and AL GORE are 
demonstrating that they are not satis-
fied with undermining parental rights 
at home. They want to impose this pol-
icy on foreign nations abroad.

f 

ANGELO BERTELLI BIOGRAPHY 

(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, Angelo Bertelli died on Satur-
day at the age of 78 years old. Angelo 
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Bertelli was one of the great football 
players in the history of college foot-
ball in America, and he played at Ca-
thedral High School in Springfield. He 
was the son of Italian immigrants, and 
people like Nick Buoniconti and Joe 
Scibelli followed in that tradition at 
Cathedral High School as well. At Ca-
thedral, he not only was a star in foot-
ball, but he won all-State honors in 
baseball and hockey as well and served 
as senior class president. 

He entered Notre Dame, became col-
lege football’s first T-formation quar-
terback under Frank Leahy. 

The T-formation became an imme-
diate success and the legendary sports 
writer Grantland Rice called him the 
T-formation magician. 

He was voted to all-American teams 
in 1942 and 1943; and in the year 1943, he 
won the Heisman Trophy. 

He became a captain in the Marine 
Corps. He fought in Iwo Jima and 
Guam. He earned a bronze star and the 
purple heart. After World War II, he be-
came a successful businessman in New 
Jersey; and he was elected to the Col-
lege Football Hall of Fame in 1972. 

Mr. Speaker, it was my honor to have 
known Angelo Bertelli and to have 
known him as a perfect gentleman, a 
great father, a terrific brother and a 
wonderful husband, and an extraor-
dinary citizen and a patriot. 

Last year, he gave me the oppor-
tunity to watch him as he addressed 
the football banquet at Cathedral High 
School for a team that had won the 
State championship. Angelo Bertelli 
never lost the special qualities that en-
deared him to America, and we regret 
his passing. 

f 

PRICE CONTROLS DO NOT WORK 

(Mr. WELDON of Florida asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to respond to my 
Democratic colleagues who are demon-
izing yet another entire industry; this 
time the pharmaceutical industry, the 
companies who produce life-saving 
drugs and truly miraculous drugs 
which allow us to live longer and 
healthier lives. Sometimes one just has 
to wonder if liberals have worked a sin-
gle day in the real world, the world of 
commerce, the world where jobs are 
created and results are the only thing 
that count. 

For many drug companies, we can 
break down how much money goes into 
the manufacture of a pill: 2 percent for 
ingredients; 5 percent for labor; 3 per-
cent for distribution; 5 percent for prof-
its and the remaining 85 percent re-
search, development, taxes, regulation 
and litigation. 

Price controls have been tried many 
times. They never work, never work. 
Every time they are tried, they are a 

miserable failure. They lead to short-
ages, inferior products, black market 
and goods which never make it to the 
market. I despair at the thought that 
this lesson has never been learned. Let 
us not try price controls. 

f 

IT IS TIME TO ADDRESS THE 
ISSUE OF OUR REFUGEE SYSTEM 
AND IMMIGRATION POLICY 

(Mr. BILBRAY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I apolo-
gize but I just had to come up and 
make a statement about something 
that one of my colleagues was address-
ing, the issue of the Cuban immigrants 
who were basically forced to be accept-
ed within the United States shores. It 
was one of the interesting situations 
where we had a group of people in a 
boat that were directed to stop by the 
Coast Guard and a few of them jump 
overboard and violate the direction and 
swim ashore and get to stay on U.S. 
soil permanently under a refugee sta-
tus, while those who played by the 
rules, at least took direction, tech-
nically were not supposed to stay here. 
The absurdity of the situation is that 
then somebody has a demonstration 
protesting the fact that those who 
abide by the rules have to go back to 
Cuba, and they reverse the policy and 
say all of them can stay. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time that we ad-
dress the issue that our refugee system 
and our immigration policy do not fol-
low common sense. I know this is not 
politically correct to talk about, but 
frankly I think that common sense is 
always politically correct; that we 
have people that want to come to this 
country legally, play by the rules, 
want to enter legally and they are told 
they cannot, while we reward those 
who are breaking the rules and coming 
into our country illegally. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask us to correct this 
issue and address it here on the House 
floor. 

f 

THE B-E-S-T AGENDA 

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, this 
year the Republican Party has intro-
duced and been pushing for the BEST 
agenda. B is for best, strongest mili-
tary; E is for excellence in education, 
with local control, not Washington 
control; S is for saving Social Security; 
and T is for reducing taxes through 
spending reductions. 

Now, part of our planning under So-
cial Security protection is the lockbox 
concept. What the lockbox says is that 
Congress will no longer mix Social Se-
curity money with general operating 

money. Just as businesses cannot mix 
pension plans with operating expenses, 
the U.S. Government needs to do the 
same thing. Put Social Security funds 
in a lockbox so that it will be there for 
retirement. 

That bill passed the House on an 
overwhelmingly bipartisan vote, Re-
publicans and Democrats. Now it is in 
the other body. Hopefully they will 
bring it to the floor. It has been 70 days 
that they have drug this thing out. 
Now the President is in support of it. I 
ask the other body to please pass the 
lockbox and protect Social Security for 
the future. 

f 

CHILD CUSTODY PROTECTION ACT 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 233 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 233

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in 
the House the bill (H.R. 1218) to amend title 
18, United States Code, to prohibit taking 
minors across State lines in circumvention 
of laws requiring the involvement of parents 
in abortion decisions. The bill shall be con-
sidered as read for amendment. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill to final passage without intervening 
motion except: (1) two hours of debate equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary; and (2) one motion 
to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WALSH). The gentlewoman from North 
Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK) is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, yesterday, the Com-
mittee on Rules met and granted a 
closed rule for H.R. 1218, the Child Cus-
tody Protection Act. The rule waives 
all points of order against consider-
ation of the bill. It provides for consid-
eration of H.R. 1218 in the House with 
2 hours of debate equally divided and 
controlled between the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. Finally, the 
rule provides for one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, the Child Custody Pro-
tection Act is important to any parent 
who has a teenage daughter. As we all 
know, the people of several States have 
recently decided that a parent should 
know before their child has an abor-
tion. We all hope that our teenage 
daughters have the wisdom to avoid 
pregnancy but if they make a mistake, 
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a parent is best able to provide advice, 
counseling and love. Also, more than 
anyone else, a parent knows their 
child’s medical history. 

For these reasons, my home State of 
North Carolina requires a parent to 
know before their child checks into an 
abortion clinic. 

Last month, the House Sub-
committee on the Constitution heard 
chilling testimony about how law- 
breaking citizens risk children’s lives 
by taking them from their parents for 
out-of-State abortions. The testimony 
was chillingly similar to a hearing last 
year before the Senate Committee on 
the Judiciary, at which Joyce Farley, a 
mother from Pennsylvania, told the 
tragic story of her 13-year-old daugh-
ter. 

Four years ago this summer, a 
stranger took Ms. Farley’s child out of 
school, provided her with alcohol, 
transported her out of State to have an 
abortion, falsified medical records at 
the abortion clinic and abandoned her 
in a town 30 miles away, frightened and 
bleeding. 

Why? Because this stranger’s adult 
son had raped Joyce Farley’s teenage 
daughter, and she was desperate to 
cover up her son’s tracks. Even worse, 
this all may have been legal. It is per-
fectly legal to avoid parental abortion 
consent and notification laws by driv-
ing children to another State. This is 
wrong and it has to be stopped. 

According to the Reproductive Law 
and Policy Center, a pro-abortion 
group in New York, thousands of adults 
across the country carry children over 
State lines to get abortions in States 
without parental notification laws. So-
called men in their 20s and 30s coerce 
teenage girls to have abortions out of 
State and without their parents’ 
knowledge. The Child Custody Protec-
tion Act will put a stop to this child 
abuse. If passed, the law would make it 
a crime to transport a minor across 
State lines to avoid laws that require 
parental consent or notification before 
an abortion. 

Right now a parent in Charlotte, 
North Carolina, must grant permission 
before the school nurse gives their 
child an aspirin, but a parent cannot 
prevent a stranger from taking their 
child out of school and up to New York 
City for an abortion. 

Give me a break. This is nonsense 
and it has to be stopped. Let us do 
something to help thousands of chil-
dren in this country. Let us pass the 
Child Custody Protection Act and put 
an end to the absurd notion that there 
is some sort of constitutional right for 
an adult stranger to secretly take 
someone’s teenage child into a dif-
ferent State for an abortion. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
rule and support the underlying legis-
lation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my friend from North Carolina 
(Mrs. MYRICK), for yielding me the 
time, and I yield myself such time as I 
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I oppose this closed rule 
for H.R. 1218 offered by my friends in 
the majority. Efforts on our side of the 
aisle to obtain an open rule to provide 
consideration of several thoughtful and 
important amendments were rebuffed. 

The objectionable nature of this 
process is compounded by the sub-
stance of the underlying bill, the so-
called Child Custody Protection Act. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation creates 
more danger than it would ever prevent 
and is an affront to the notion not only 
of individual liberty but to the issue of 
States’ rights which so many of my 
friends who support this bill will cham-
pion on every other occasion. 

The decision made by a young woman 
whether to terminate a pregnancy is 
one we all hope would be made in close 
consultation with family members who 
love her and care for her, but this is 
not a perfect world. We cannot ignore 
the fact that there are homes which 
lack stability, where decisions of such 
gravity are not made by a loving and 
caring environment and, in fact, are 
often tainted by dread and fear. Often, 
a young woman who is forced to make 
this most difficult decision has no par-
ent with whom to consult and has no 
viable option other than to depend on a 
trusted figure who is not her mother or 
father. 

Indeed, we are jeopardizing grand-
mothers, grandfathers, sisters, broth-
ers, spiritual advisors, and anyone 
from giving this young woman com-
fort. 

For this Congress to attempt to 
criminalize the actions of the one and 
perhaps the only individual in that 
young person’s life on whom she can 
depend is more than unfortunate and 
should be soundly rejected. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no stronger ad-
vocate than I for measures to reduce 
unwanted pregnancies and to give 
women every assistance that she and 
the child which she decides to bring 
into the world will need to be nurtured 
and cared for. Nor, Mr. Speaker, will 
one find any stronger advocate for the 
protection of the health care, safety 
and confidentiality, nor for the funda-
mental right of choice which the courts 
have recognized and upheld. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge this Congress not 
to criminalize the acts of other family 
members in an attempt to help some-
one that they dearly love and who 
needs them desperately.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN). 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from North 
Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK) for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation, as we 
know, will make it a Federal mis-
demeanor for a non-parental adult to 
transport someone else’s daughter, un-
derage daughter, across State lines for 
the purposes of obtaining an abortion.

b 1045 

Presently 24 States in our Union have 
passed parental consent or notification 
laws in order to protect minor girls 
from irreparable harm that can be 
caused to them. Yet, with complete 
and total disregard for the law, many 
adults choose to willingly circumvent 
those State laws, placing young, vul-
nerable girls in serious danger as they 
undergo potentially fatal abortions. 

Without the Child Custody Protec-
tion Act, rapists, sexual abusers, and 
other violators can continue to exploit 
our Nation’s underage daughters, help 
them disobey State laws, and then con-
tinue to rape and abuse them. 

No one knows the medical history of 
their child better than a parent. No one 
can best detect how a child will react 
to distress but a parent. No one knows 
how to best provide counsel and com-
fort but a parent. The Child Custody 
Protection Act will protect a parent’s 
right to parent, and it will protect and 
enforce existing State laws that are 
being violated. 

Mr. Speaker, this morning we will 
hear from the minority in Congress 
about the ways in which they think 
this bill violates a constitutional right. 
But what they do not tell us is that by 
not passing this law, we will continue 
to defend and accept violators of local 
State laws. 

Opponents of this bill will also let us 
know how it was misnamed. They be-
lieve that this should be the Teen 
Endangerment Act because of the sup-
posed risk it places upon young girls, 
but they will surely not tell us about 
the serious risks that young girls are 
placed in when obtaining secret abor-
tions. They will not tell us of the 
many, many girls who suffer severe 
complications from abortions or reac-
tions from medications they are receiv-
ing, and about the girls who, in rare in-
stances, actually die. 

They will argue that a 13-year-old 
minor girl who finds herself with an 
unplanned and unwanted pregnancy is 
perfectly capable and mature enough 
to make the same decision that her 
more mature and older counterparts 
are making. This, of course, is absurd. 
This bill is commonsense legislation. 
The Child Custody Protection Act will 
protect the inherent right of every par-
ent. It will put an end to strangers tak-
ing someone else’s daughter across 
State boundaries. 

No one is able to temporarily kidnap 
your daughter to have her tonsils re-
moved or for any other simple surgery, 
not even to have her ears pierced. Then 
why then should a potentially fatal 
abortion be the exception? I urge my 
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colleagues to consider the many girls 
who, while in a confused and vulner-
able state, will be exploited by oppo-
nents of this bill and by the abortion 
industry today. 

On their behalf and on behalf of their 
parents, I ask my colleagues to seri-
ously consider voting yes to this im-
portant pro-family commonsense legis-
lation. 

It is true that 85 percent of American 
families support the Child Custody 
Protection Act. Whether pro-life or 
pro-choice, Americans believe that a 
parent should be involved in major de-
cisions that can have long-lasting con-
sequences on the lives of their daugh-
ters. The Child Custody Protection Act 
will provide grounds for stronger fam-
ily ties and for family involvement. 

By enforcing parental consent or no-
tification laws in the 24 States where 
they exist, it will stand to demonstrate 
that we will not tolerate violators of 
local laws, that we care about the wel-
fare of our children, and that we look 
to foster parental involvement in all 
aspects of the lives of our children. 

The truth is that more than half of 
the underage girls who will be affected 
by this legislation are typically es-
corted by boyfriends or men who have 
impregnated the minor. 

I would like to call attention to the 
posters that I have where out-of-State 
abortion clinics are advertising no pa-
rental consent required, no waiting pe-
riod, no age restriction, and these are 
advertisements that have appeared in 
Pennsylvania phone books for an abor-
tion clinic in another State, in Dela-
ware. 

There is another abortion clinic that 
advertises for an abortion clinic in 
Maryland. They put in big capital let-
ters, ‘‘No parental consent.’’ 

We remember the Joyce Farley case 
in Pennsylvania, where her 13-year-old 
daughter was raped. The mother of the 
rapist, a complete stranger, took Joyce 
Farley’s daughter out of school one day 
without permission, drove her to New 
York City, where she obtained an abor-
tion, and a botched abortion, at that. 
As a result, the Farley daughter of this 
1995 case suffered serious complica-
tions, endured many hospital visits, 
and was subjected to incredibly high 
medical bills. 

The Farley case, Mr. Speaker, is one 
of many which indicates the legislation 
is needed for cases like this and many 
others. 

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to get-
ting support from my colleagues for 
this important bill. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman 
from New York for yielding time to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I am disappointed this 
morning because it has always been my 

understanding that the more we can 
educate both our colleagues and, as 
well, the American public on the prin-
ciples of our opposition, and, as well, 
the more we can help to enhance legis-
lation to make it a responsible legisla-
tive initiative in keeping with con-
stitutional provisions, the more we 
should attempt to do so. 

I rise in opposition to the rule be-
cause it is a closed rule, and for no 
other reason I can imagine other than 
a political reason, amendments of 
value were kept out of this legislation. 

This legislation is called the Child 
Custody Protection Act, which gives us 
the impression that it is to protect 
children or young people or young 
women. Young women have the same 
right to choose constitutionally as oth-
ers. The amendments that would have 
been offered to this legislation would 
have protected children, if that is the 
name of this legislation, but the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT) would 
have emphasized the exception to this 
bill that refuses to allow young women 
to seek an abortion outside of the 
State in the situation where the life or 
the serious health of the minor is at 
stake, similar to that that is constitu-
tionally protected. 

It would also have included protec-
tion, if we had had an open rule, to ex-
empt ministers and rabbis, grand-
mothers, aunts or uncles, or an elder 
sibling to give that young woman 
someone else in case she is being 
abused in the home. 

It would have then, of course, pro-
vided an opportunity, in the Conyers 
amendment offered as a substitute, it 
would make it a Federal offense to use 
force or threat to transport a minor 
across State lines for an abortion. The 
penalty would be a fine and imprison-
ment of 5 years. 

None of these amendments were al-
lowed in for an open and full debate, 
and I am disappointed. This is a serious 
step that this House might make 
today. It would be denying or under-
mining the constitutional privileges of 
a minor who is in trouble. It would 
eliminate their opportunity to seek 
counseling from a variety of people. 

I think, Mr. Speaker, if we are going 
to do a legislatively positive job, we 
need to be inclusive. We should have 
had an open rule. I stand in opposition 
to the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I stand in opposition to this 
closed rule for H.R. 1218, the Child Custody 
Protection Act of 1999. In its present form, I 
am strongly opposed to this bill because it 
would criminalize any attempt by a caring 
adult to assist a young woman in obtaining 
abortion services across state lines. By adopt-
ing a closed rule, the Committee has allowed 
a potentially dangerous bill to come to the 
floor for a vote. 

It is still the law of the land that minors may 
obtain abortion services. This Child Custody 
Protection Act is simply another effort to un-

dermine the right of choice for a young woman 
by imposing dangerous and unnecessary re-
striction to abortion services. 

The people who would help a young woman 
by offering her transport across state lines are 
those who are there to lend physical support 
during a time of crisis, confusion and emo-
tional pain. Relatives, close friends, and even 
clergy members who offer assistance should 
not be subject to criminal fines and sanctions. 

More than 75% of minors under 16 years 
old already involve one or both parents in their 
decision to have an abortion. However, there 
is the population of young women (30%) who 
cannot go to their parents for fear of violence 
or for fear of being turned away. 

I offered several amendments that would 
have exempted certain people from the prohi-
bitions of this Act. These people included reli-
gious leaders, aunts, uncles, first cousins and 
godparents. I joined my colleague Representa-
tive NADLER for an amendment that would 
have exempted grandparents and older sib-
lings from the criminal penalties as well. 

Unfortunately, these amendments were not 
adopted and now, we will jail these caring 
adults like grandparents for helping young 
women or we will see an increase in the num-
ber of illegal or unsafe abortions. If this bill 
passes, we will force young women who seek 
to get an abortion out of state to go alone. 

I offered another amendment that would 
have called for a General Accounting Office 
Study to keep track of the impact of this bill on 
the number of illegal abortions and the casual-
ties that result. This amendment was also not 
made in order. 

This closed rule does not protect any chil-
dren—this bill should be called the ‘‘Teen 
Endangerment Act.’’ This bill isolates minors 
from family members, friends and other re-
sponsible adults. I urge my Colleagues to vote 
against this rule. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. BARTLETT). 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, we all know parents would do 
anything to protect their children from 
harm. Congress should honor that com-
mitment and help parents by passing 
the rule for H.R. 1218, the Child Cus-
tody Protection Act. This is a good bill 
and a fair rule. Both should be passed. 

H.R. 1218 would make it a Federal of-
fense for an individual to knowingly 
transport a minor girl across State 
lines for the purpose of obtaining an 
abortion without her parents’ consent, 
and to circumvent the 20 States which 
currently have parental notification 
consent laws. 

Evidence shows that a majority of 
school-aged girls who become pregnant 
were impregnated by adult males. This 
by itself is a form of sexual child abuse 
recognized by statutory rape laws. This 
child abuse is compounded if unrelated 
adults seek to avoid rape charges or ac-
countability by manipulating these 
girls into having an abortion in an-
other State without their parents’ 
knowledge and in violation of State 
laws. 

This is not a vote about whether we 
agree with parental consent notifica-
tion laws. This is a vote about whether 
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we respect existing State law and want 
to eliminate a loophole which encour-
ages child sexual abuse. It is a good 
rule. Vote yes on the rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table.
Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-

er, pursuant to House Resolution 233, I 
call up the bill (H.R. 1218) to amend 
title 18, United States Code, to prohibit 
taking minors across State lines in cir-
cumvention of laws requiring the in-
volvement of parents in abortion deci-
sions. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of H.R. 1218 is as follows:

H.R. 1218

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Child Cus-
tody Protection Act’’. 
SEC. 2. TRANSPORTATION OF MINORS IN CIR-

CUMVENTION OF CERTAIN LAWS RE-
LATING TO ABORTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after chapter 
117 the following: 

‘‘CHAPTER 117A—TRANSPORTATION OF 
MINORS IN CIRCUMVENTION OF CER-
TAIN LAWS RELATING TO ABORTION

‘‘Sec. 
‘‘2431. Transportation of minors in cir-

cumvention of certain laws re-
lating to abortion.

‘‘§ 2431. Transportation of minors in cir-
cumvention of certain laws relating to 
abortion 
‘‘(a) OFFENSE.—
‘‘(1) GENERALLY.—Except as provided in 

subsection (b), whoever knowingly trans-
ports an individual who has not attained the 
age of 18 years across a State line, with the 
intent that such individual obtain an abor-
tion, and thereby in fact abridges the right 
of a parent under a law requiring parental 
involvement in a minor’s abortion decision, 
in force in the State where the individual re-
sides, shall be fined under this title or im-
prisoned not more than one year, or both. 

‘‘(2) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this 
subsection, an abridgement of the right of a 
parent occurs if an abortion is performed on 
the individual, in a State other than the 
State where the individual resides, without 
the parental consent or notification, or the 
judicial authorization, that would have been 
required by that law had the abortion been 
performed in the State where the individual 
resides. 

‘‘(b) EXCEPTIONS.—(1) The prohibition of 
subsection (a) does not apply if the abortion 
was necessary to save the life of the minor 
because her life was endangered by a phys-
ical disorder, physical injury, or physical ill-
ness, including a life endangering physical 
condition caused by or arising from the preg-
nancy itself. 

‘‘(2) An individual transported in violation 
of this section, and any parent of that indi-
vidual, may not be prosecuted or sued for a 
violation of this section, a conspiracy to vio-
late this section, or an offense under section 
2 or 3 based on a violation of this section. 

‘‘(c) AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE.—It is an af-
firmative defense to a prosecution for an of-
fense, or to a civil action, based on a viola-
tion of this section that the defendant rea-
sonably believed, based on information the 
defendant obtained directly from a parent of 
the individual or other compelling facts, 
that before the individual obtained the abor-
tion, the parental consent or notification, or 
judicial authorization took place that would 
have been required by the law requiring pa-
rental involvement in a minor’s abortion de-
cision, had the abortion been performed in 
the State where the individual resides. 

‘‘(d) CIVIL ACTION.—Any parent who suffers 
legal harm from a violation of subsection (a) 
may obtain appropriate relief in a civil ac-
tion. 

‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this 
section—

‘‘(1) a law requiring parental involvement 
in a minor’s abortion decision is a law—

‘‘(A) requiring, before an abortion is per-
formed on a minor, either—

‘‘(i) the notification to, or consent of, a 
parent of that minor; or 

‘‘(ii) proceedings in a State court; and 
‘‘(B) that does not provide as an alter-

native to the requirements described in sub-
paragraph (A) notification to or consent of 
any person or entity who is not described in 
that subparagraph; 

‘‘(2) the term ‘parent’ means—
‘‘(A) a parent or guardian; 
‘‘(B) a legal custodian; or 
‘‘(C) a person standing in loco parentis who 

has care and control of the minor, and with 
whom the minor regularly resides;

who is designated by the law requiring pa-
rental involvement in the minor’s abortion 
decision as a person to whom notification, or 
from whom consent, is required; 

‘‘(3) the term ‘minor’ means an individual 
who is not older than the maximum age re-
quiring parental notification or consent, or 
proceedings in a State court, under the law 
requiring parental involvement in a minor’s 
abortion decision; and 

‘‘(4) the term ‘State’ includes the District 
of Columbia and any commonwealth, posses-
sion, or other territory of the United 
States.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
chapters for part I of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to chapter 117 the following new 
item:
‘‘117A. Transportation of minors 

in circumvention of certain 
laws relating to abortion .......... 2431’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 233, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY) and 
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE) each will control 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. CANADY). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-

er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous matter 
on the legislation under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield such time as she may con-
sume to the gentlewoman from Florida 
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN), the prime sponsor 
of this legislation. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague, the gentleman 
from Florida, for yielding me the time. 
He has done an extraordinary job in 
helping to pass this legislation and pro-
moting it, especially in the Committee 
on the Judiciary last year and again 
this year. I thank him for his leader-
ship on this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, as all of us know, abor-
tion is perhaps one of the most life-al-
tering and life-threatening, obviously, 
of procedures. It leaves lasting med-
ical, emotional, and psychological con-
sequences, and, as noted by the Su-
preme Court, particularly when the pa-
tient is immature. 

Although Roe v. Wade legalized abor-
tion in 1973, it did not legalize the right 
of persons other than a parent or a 
guardian to decide what is best for a 
child, nor did it legalize the right for 
strangers to take the lives of our chil-
dren and place them in danger, poten-
tially fatal danger. 

Many may be familiar with the Child 
Custody Protection Act, a bill which 
makes it a Federal misdemeanor to 
transport an underage girl across State 
lines, because we had this discussion 
last year, and we know that it is com-
monsense legislation because these 
people want to circumvent State or 
local parental notification laws for the 
purposes of obtaining an abortion for a 
minor girl. 

Last year I introduced this legisla-
tion. It passed the House with almost a 
two-thirds majority. Unfortunately, 
the Senate failed to consider the bill 
for a vote. This year the bill is up be-
fore us again as H.R. 1218. With the 
support of 130 congressional cosponsors 
who have spoken in favor of the bill, we 
are very hopeful that once again we 
will be able to pass this bill. 

In our society, Mr. Speaker, there are 
many rules and regulations aimed at 
ensuring the safety of our Nation’s 
youths through parental consent and 
notification and through parental guid-
ance. 

At my alma mater, Southwest Miami 
High School, for example, as in many 
of our schools throughout our Nation, a 
child cannot be given an aspirin to re-
lieve a simple headache or cramp un-
less the school has been given consent, 
signed consent, by at least one parent 
or guardian. In some States a minor 
cannot operate a vehicle until the age 
of 18. 

Most schools require parental con-
sent in order to take minors on field 
trips, and in many schools parents 
have the ability also to decide whether 
or not their children should be enrolled 
in sex education class. Both the field 
trip and these classes require parental 
notification and consent. 
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Every one of these principles empha-

sizes that parents should be the ones 
involved in those decisions because 
they can seriously affect their chil-
dren. The decision of whether or not to 
obtain an abortion, a life-altering, po-
tentially fatal, and at all times serious 
medical procedure, should be no excep-
tion to these rules. 

I find it ironic how anti-tobacco 
groups and Members of Congress are 
outraged over a cigarette ad that en-
tices a young person to smoke, yet re-
main silent on this issue of whether a 
minor should be taken across State 
lines to have an abortion performed. 
They call for hearings and conferences 
and they spend millions of dollars on 
ads and lobbying efforts in order to 
consumer legislation to keep minors 
from being harmed by tobacco. Yet, 
these very same individuals remain ab-
solutely silent when ads such as the 
ones that I am going to explain in a 
second are placed in our public yellow 
pages.

b 1100 

These ads lure young girls to directly 
disobey the law. They promote civil 
disobedience and entice vulnerable 
children with dangerous slogans such 
as the ones that we see here, ‘‘No pa-
rental consent needed.’’ This is a Yel-
low Page advertisement that appeared 
in the Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, Yel-
low Pages for an abortion clinic, not in 
Pennsylvania, but in Maryland. So 
they placed this ad in another State 
because, in that State, there is a paren-
tal consent or notification law; and 
they say, do not worry, no parental 
consent is needed for another State. 

This other advertisement, Mr. Speak-
er, comes from the Lancaster, Pennsyl-
vania, Yellow Pages. Although the ad 
appears in Pennsylvania, the abortion 
clinic is in Delaware. In big capital let-
ters, in bold, they say proudly, ‘‘No age 
restriction. No parental or spousal con-
sent. No waiting period.’’ So the first 
thing they put there is ‘‘No age restric-
tion.’’ 

Well, my legislation, the bill before 
us, the Child Custody Protection Act, 
would end this exploitation of our Na-
tion’s minor girls from violators who 
recklessly disregard the law. 

By making a circumvention of State 
parental or notification laws a Federal 
misdemeanor, this bill will not only 
help uphold the laws of our country, 
but it will give back the parents the 
right to parent. It will strengthen fam-
ily bonds; and, most importantly, it 
will ensure that America’s youth have 
a safer, healthier, and brighter future. 

By ensuring passage of this legisla-
tion, we will really prove to the Amer-
ican people that Congress does indeed 
work hard to protect both parents and 
children and protect our families.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I stand in opposition to 
H.R. 1218, the Child Custody Protection 
Act of 1999. This bill criminalizes any 
good-faith attempt by a caring adult to 
assist a young woman in obtaining 
abortion services across State lines. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is important 
to again acknowledge the passion 
which the proponent of this legislation 
has come to the floor of the House. I 
think it is important to enunciate the 
fact that many of us who are pro-
choice consider ourselves as well pro-
life, to encourage the life of the living 
and to ensure that there is a recogni-
tion that, constitutionally, women 
have a right to make personal deci-
sions on these very sacred and impor-
tant issues. 

What this legislation does, by calling 
it the Child Custody Protection Act, is 
simply another effort to undermine the 
right of choice for a young woman by 
imposing dangerous and unnecessary 
restrictions to abortion services. 

This bill would make it more dif-
ficult for minors living in States with 
parental notification or consent laws 
to obtain an abortion by making it a 
Federal crime to transport minors 
across State lines. More than 75 per-
cent of minors under 16 years old al-
ready involve one or both parents in 
this enormous decision, one which they 
wish they did not have to make, to 
have an abortion. 

In those cases where a young woman 
cannot involve her parents in the deci-
sion, there are others who would help 
by offering physical and emotional sup-
port during a time of crisis, confusion, 
and emotional pain. A minor should be 
able to turn to a relative, close friend, 
and even clergy members for assist-
ance. 

Supporters of this bill claim that ju-
dicial bypass, a procedure which per-
mits teenagers to appear before a judge 
to request a waiver of the parental in-
volvement requirement, is a preferred 
alternative. However, many teens do 
not make use of it because they do not 
know how to navigate the legal sys-
tem. 

Let me for a moment, Mr. Speaker, 
place one in the position of a young fe-
male teenager going into an enor-
mously challenging and frightening 
circumstance of a courtroom. Mr. 
Speaker, we have already noted several 
instances where judges have looked on 
this young woman and said that they 
are too immature to ask for a judicial 
waiver, a bypass. In fact, we have cases 
where judges repeatedly have denied 
instances where teenagers have had 
enough courage to come into the court-
room. This is not the kind of atmos-
phere where one is going to get the 
most open decision. Many teens are 
embarrassed and afraid that an unsym-
pathetic or hostile judge might refuse 
to grant the waiver. 

Also, the confidentiality of the teen 
is compromised if the bypass hearing 

requires use of the parents’ names. In 
small towns, confidentiality may be 
further compromised if the judge 
knows the teen or her family. This hap-
pens frequently. 

There are various reasons why a 
young woman could not go to her par-
ent for guidance. Some family situa-
tions are not conducive to open com-
munication, and some situations are 
violent. For a young woman who needs 
to turn to someone other than a par-
ent, this law creates severe hardships. 
In fact, this law may do more damage 
than it may do helping the young per-
son. 

The need to travel across State lines 
may be necessary in States where abor-
tion services are not readily available. 
This may be because of various State 
restrictions or distance. Some young 
women may seek services outside of 
their home State because the closest 
abortion provider may be across State 
lines. 

I have offered or did offer several 
amendments that would have exempted 
religious leaders, aunts, uncles, first 
cousins, and godparents. I joined the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. NAD-
LER) for an amendment that would 
have exempted grandparents and older 
siblings from the criminal penalties as 
well, some responsible adult that could 
counsel that young person and provide 
comfort for them, to give them the op-
portunity to make a reasoned and bal-
anced decision, not to be cowering in 
back alleys using coat hangers of yes-
teryear and destroying their lives. 

For a reason that I hope all of us 
could understand, these young people 
are frightened. Something has hap-
pened to them that may be they did 
not want to happen. For all we know, 
they could have been abused by a par-
ent. This is not unknown that someone 
in the family has abused them, and, 
therefore, they could not go to a par-
ent. 

Or as in the young woman by the 
name of Becky, they could have had a 
loving parental situation where they 
loved the parent very much, and the 
parent loved them. They were too 
ashamed to go and tell their parent 
that they were pregnant. Because of 
their shame, they went to a back alley 
abortionist, became infected and died. 

The autopsy report indicated that 
Becky had died from a botched abor-
tion. Becky was about 17 years old. Her 
parents testified before the Committee 
on the Judiciary begging us not to pass 
this legislation. They would have want-
ed Becky to have been able to go across 
State lines and to secure a safe abor-
tion because they would have had 
Becky with them today. 

I also offered an amendment that 
would have called for a General Ac-
counting Office study to keep track of 
the impact of this bill on the number of 
illegal abortions and the casualties 
that result. What is going to be the im-
pact of this bill? Are we going to see an 
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enormous increase in aborted or illegal 
abortions that would bring about the 
loss of life? 

These amendments were not made in 
order. It is unfortunate because family 
members such as grandparents and sib-
lings should not be jailed for assisting 
a scared grandchild or younger sister 
in time of need. Young women should 
be encouraged to involve an adult in 
any decision to terminate a pregnancy. 
This is just a federalized chilling effect 
to inhibit and to deny young women 
the counseling and comfort of someone 
whom they have confidence in. 

This is not going to diminish abor-
tions, Mr. Speaker. This is only going 
to take away the rights of young peo-
ple, young women who could, in fact, 
start their lives all over again. I hope 
that my colleagues will defeat this bill. 
This bill would isolate young women 
from trusted adults by placing criminal 
sanctions for providing basic comfort 
and advice. 

I ask my colleagues to not support 
this legislation. I would ask them to 
stand on behalf of the young people 
who are so much involved in this crisis 
all the time and realize that their lives 
were in jeopardy by legislation that is 
well-intentioned but serves no purpose 
because it takes away from them the 
very rights that are provided to them 
by the laws of this land.

I stand in strong opposition to this bill, H.R. 
1218, the Child Custody Protection Act of 
1999. This bill criminalizes any good faith at-
tempt by a caring adult to assist a young 
women in obtaining abortion services across 
state lines. This Child Custody Protection Act 
is simply another effort to undermine the right 
of choice for a young woman by imposing 
dangerous and unnecessary restrictions to 
abortion services. 

This bill would make it more difficult for mi-
nors living in states with parental notification 
or consent laws to obtain an abortion by mak-
ing it a federal crime to transport minors 
across state lines. More than 75 percent of mi-
nors under 16 years old already involve one or 
both parents in their decision to have an abor-
tion. 

In those cases where a young woman can-
not involve her parents in the decision, there 
are others who would help by offering physical 
and emotional support during a time of crisis, 
confusion and emotional pain. A minor should 
be able to turn to a relative, close friend, and 
even clergy members for assistance. 

Supporters of this bill claim that judicial by-
pass, a procedure which permits teenagers to 
appear before a judge to request a waiver of 
the parental involvement requirement, is a pre-
ferred alternative. However, many teens do 
not make use of it because they do not know 
how to navigate the legal system. 

Many teens are embarrassed and are afraid 
that an unsympathetic or hostile judge might 
refuse to grant the waiver. Also, the confiden-
tiality of the teen is compromised if the bypass 
hearing requires use of their parents’ names. 
In small towns, confidentiality may be further 
compromised if the judge knows the teen or 
her family. 

There are various reason why a young 
woman could not go to her parents for guid-
ance. Some family situations are not condu-
cive to open communication and some situa-
tions are violent. For young women who need 
to turn to someone other than a parent, this 
law create severe hardships. 

The need to travel across state lines may 
be necessary in states where abortion serv-
ices are not readily available. This may be be-
cause of various states restrictions or dis-
tance. Some young women must seek serv-
ices outside of their home state because the 
closet abortion provider may be across state 
lines. 

I offered several amendments that would 
have exempted religious leaders, aunts, un-
cles, first cousins and godparents. I joined 
Rep. Nadler for an amendment that would 
have exempted grandparents and older sib-
lings from the criminal penalties as well. I also 
offered an amendment that would have called 
for a General Accounting Office Study to keep 
track of the impact of this bill on the number 
of illegal abortions and the casualties that re-
sult. These amendments were not made in 
order. 

It is unfortunate because family members 
such as grandparents and siblings should not 
be jailed for assisting a scared grandchild or 
younger sister in a time of need. Young 
women should be encouraged to involve an 
adult in any decision to terminate a preg-
nancy. 

I hope that my colleagues will defeat this 
bill. This bill would isolate young women from 
trusted adults by placing criminal sanctions on 
providing basic comfort and advice. Please 
vote against this dangerous bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to begin by 
thanking the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for her leader-
ship on this legislation and for her 
thoughtful explanation of the purpose 
of the bill that is now before the House. 

It is important that all the Members 
of the House understand just how this 
bill will operate and what it will ac-
complish. Unfortunately, a great deal 
of misinformation has been put forth in 
opposition to this legislation by those 
who object in principle to any State 
law providing for parental consent or 
notification when a minor girl seeks to 
obtain an abortion. It is important 
that we cut through all this misin-
formation and focus on what the bill 
actually does. 

H.R. 1218 amends Title I of the 
United States Code by criminalizing 
the knowing transportation across the 
State line of a girl under 18 years of 
age with the intent that she obtain an 
abortion, in abridgement of a parent’s 
right of involvement under the law of 
the State where the child resides. 

Under the bill, a violation of the pa-
rental right occurs when an abortion is 
performed on the minor in a State 
other than the minor’s residence and 

without the parental consent or notifi-
cation or the judicial authorization 
that would have been required had the 
abortion been performed in the minor’s 
State of residence. 

The Child Custody Protection Act 
gives the parents of the minor girl a 
civil cause of action if they suffer legal 
harm from a violation of the bill. 

The bill ensures that neither the 
minor herself nor her parents may be 
prosecuted or sued for a violation of 
this bill. It also provides an exception 
for the life of the mother. In addition, 
the bill provides an affirmative defense 
to any prosecution or civil action 
where the defendant reasonably be-
lieved, based on information obtained 
directly from the girl’s parent or other 
compelling facts, that the require-
ments of the parental involvement 
laws of the girl’s State of residence had 
been satisfied. 

Thus, H.R. 1218 only addresses those 
who covertly take young girls out of 
their home State for abortions in dis-
regard of protective State laws and pa-
rental rights. This bill is a reasonable 
and carefully drafted solution to a seri-
ous nationwide problem that has been 
carefully documented. 

Now, the House will hear arguments 
today that this bill will endanger the 
lives of young girls. That is simply 
false. Indeed, the opposite is true. It is 
when young girls are secretly taken for 
abortions without their parents’ 
knowledge that they face serious risk 
to their health and well-being. 

An abortion is a serious and often 
dangerous medical procedure. When an 
abortion is performed on a girl without 
the physician having full knowledge of 
her medical history, which is usually 
only available from a parent, the risk 
to the young woman greatly increase. 
Moreover, minor girls who do not in-
volve their parents usually do not re-
turn for follow-up treatment, which 
can lead to dangerous and indeed dead-
ly complications. 

During the subcommittee’s hearing 
on this bill, we heard from one mother 
whose daughter was secretly taken 
away from an abortion and suffered se-
rious complications from the botched 
procedure. Her daughter required addi-
tional surgery after the abortion which 
could only be performed with her 
mother’s consent. What an irony. What 
an irony. The law allowed the minor to 
be taken out of State for an abortion 
without any parental involvement, but 
scrupulously required parental consent 
for the medical treatment that was ne-
cessitated by the botched procedure. 

As Dr. Bruce Lucero, a prominent 
abortionist and abortion rights advo-
cate, wrote in a New York Times op-ed 
piece during the last consideration of 
this bill by the Congress in the last 
Congress, teenage girls who have abor-
tions without consulting their patients 
face greater risk to their health than 
those who consult with their parents. 
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It is the parents who have fullest ac-
cess to relevant information con-
cerning the girl’s health, and it is the 
parent who is in the best position to 
see that any complications are prompt-
ly and effectively treated. 

The House will also hear arguments 
that the bill needs a health exception. 
Once again, that is simply wrong. The 
bill specifically provides that it would 
not apply if the abortion was necessary 
to safe the life of the minor. 

Now, if the concern is about health 
risk of a non-life-threatening nature, 
then the best course of action is in-
volvement of the parents for the rea-
sons I have just expressed. If there is 
some compelling reason why the girl 
cannot tell her parents, then she al-
ways has the ability to seek an expedi-
tious judicial review which all valid 
State parental involvement laws are 
required to permit. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, today the 
House will hear arguments that the 
parents are not really the people who 
should have the right to consent to 
their minor child’s abortion but that 
such consent ought to be given by the 
parents, someone standing in stead of 
the parents, the grandparents, the 
aunts and uncles, the cousins, siblings, 
ministers, rabbis, or godparents or any-
body else. It is these folks who should 
have the right to take someone else’s 
child out of the State for the purpose 
of obtaining an abortion. 

Now, these types of arguments 
against the bill are really objections to 
the underlying State parental notice 
and consent laws and the Supreme 
Court decisions that have upheld those 
laws. Those who disagree with parental 
notice and consent laws and the Su-
preme Court decisions who have vali-
dated them ought to take the matter 
up with the States and the Supreme 
Court. 

Now, the opponents of this bill seek 
to analyze it as though it were a prohi-
bition on the right of adults to travel 
to engage in activities that are legal in 
the State to which they travel but not 
legal in their State of residence. This 
analysis widely misses the mark. This 
is not a bill which is aimed at the right 
of adults to travel. This is a bill which 
is aimed at the protection of minors. 

It is axiomatic, and the Supreme 
Court has repeated it time and time 
again, that the power of the State to 
control the conduct of children reaches 
beyond the scope of its authority over 
adults. The court has also time and 
again stated that it is, and I quote once 
more, it ‘‘is cardinal with us,’’ that is 
the courts, ‘‘that the custody, care and 
nurture of the child reside first with 
the parents, whose primary function 
and freedom includes preparation for 
obligations the States can neither sup-
ply nor hinder.’’

b 1115 
Thus, as the court has said, constitu-

tional interpretation has consistently 

recognized that the parents’ claim to 
authority in their own household to di-
rect the rearing of their child is basic 
to the structure of our society. 

Now, this bill squarely fits within 
this constitutional tradition regarding 
the rights of parents. It simply seeks 
to assure effective enforcement of 
State laws designed to protect the 
right of parents and the welfare of chil-
dren. And the opponents of this bill 
have a problem with those underlying 
laws. I think it is safe to say that all of 
those who oppose this bill fall among 
those who do not like any sort of pa-
rental involvement, parental notice or 
parental consent law. 

As the gentlewoman from Florida 
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) has noted, across 
the country a child cannot even be 
given aspirin at school without her 
parent’s permission, yet strangers can 
take children across State lines for 
abortions in circumvention of parental 
protection statutes. While the abortion 
industry believes anyone should have 
the right to take minor girls across 
State lines for secret abortions, the 
American public disagrees by a margin 
of roughly 9 to 1. According to a recent 
national poll, 85 percent of voters ques-
tioned said that a person should not be 
able to take a minor girl across State 
lines for an abortion without her par-
ents’ knowledge. 

This bill, thus, reflects the strong 
opinion of the American people, and I 
would suggest that the Members of this 
House should listen to the voice of the 
American people on this subject, 
should reject the arguments that come 
forth from those who want to deprive 
the parents of any right to involve-
ment in such a critical decision, and we 
should move forward to pass this im-
portant legislation and send it to the 
Senate. I urge the Members to vote in 
favor of H.R. 1218. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HINCHEY). 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time. I just want to say a few words in 
opposition to this bill, and I do so be-
cause it is lacking in some very impor-
tant qualities that we all would hope 
to see in legislation that deals with 
this subject. 

First of all, the bill does nothing to 
prevent young women from having 
abortions. It simply puts them at risk, 
higher risk, for physical harm. 

Secondly, the bill does nothing at all 
to educate young women about teenage 
pregnancy and about the need for re-
sponsible family planning. 

Furthermore, it does nothing to re-
duce the overall number of abortions, a 
shared goal of everyone in this House 
and on both sides of this debate. 

While we in Congress would like to be 
able to legislate good parent-child rela-

tionships in every family, we ought to 
know that that is simply beyond our 
reach. We cannot do it. The truth is 
most minors do, in fact, involve a par-
ent in the difficult decision to end an 
unplanned pregnancy, and they should 
always be encouraged to involve them. 
Many young women, however, live in 
households where a parent is absent or, 
in some cases, even abusive. What we 
are saying to these young women in 
this difficult time and under these dif-
ficult circumstances is that they are 
on their own; they are prohibited from 
enlisting the support or counsel of a 
trusted friend, another adult or rel-
ative. 

This legislation sends a terrible mes-
sage to young women that not only is 
the Congress willing to trample on 
their constitutional right to medical 
privacy, it wants to make abortion 
more dangerous for them. Since the 
bill contains no prohibition whatsoever 
against women traveling across State 
lines to avoid a State’s consent re-
quirement, it will lead to more women 
traveling alone to obtain abortions or 
to seek unsafe abortions locally wher-
ever they may live. 

Mr. Speaker, this is simply a bad 
piece of legislation. The bill’s intention 
may be to increase parental involve-
ment in the difficult decision to seek 
an abortion, but in reality it will not 
do so. It will only isolate young women 
who cannot go to their parents during 
such a difficult time. 

Instead of attempting to legislate 
good family relationships, we here in 
the House and the Congress should 
spend more of our time and resources 
on reducing the necessity of abortions 
through teenage pregnancy prevention 
programs and improving access to in-
formation and family planning. This is 
a piece of legislation that is well-inten-
tioned, I am sure, but the effects of it 
would be counterproductive, dangerous 
and disastrous to many, many women 
across our country. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY). 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, today 
there are over 20 States that require 
consent or notification of at least one 
parent before a minor girl can obtain 
an abortion, and my home State of Ne-
braska is one of those, albeit the law is 
under continuous attack in the courts 
and our State legislature. The Amer-
ican people overwhelmingly support 
parental involvement and condemn the 
practice of taking young girls out of 
State to get an abortion without in-
forming their parents. This bill is de-
signed to help those States enforce 
their own laws. 

Perhaps it is because of my 8 years as 
a city councilman on the Omaha City 
Council that I strongly believe in the 
rights of local governments and the 
States to formulate their own policies 
and support Federal policies that pro-
tect State and local rights. 
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It is important that we understand 

what this legislation does not do. This 
bill does not create a new Federal law 
regulating abortion. This is not a Fed-
eral consent law. States have the right 
to require parental notification, and we 
can help them protect young minor 
girls at a time when they most des-
perately need the help and involvement 
of their parents. These children need 
attention prior, during, and after this 
serious procedure. Parental notifica-
tion can help and it should be given a 
chance to work. This bill allows States 
to protect children, promote strong 
family values and help young girls 
make wise decisions. 

Yes, I believe in States’ rights and 
the rights of my home State of Ne-
braska to protect young girls in our 
State, but I am also, as a father, pro-
tective of parental rights and the sanc-
tity of parents’ involvement in their 
children’s lives and vice versa. So I 
urge a ‘‘yes’’ on H.R. 1218. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as she may 
consume to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. LOWEY), a passionate de-
fender of the rights of women.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time, and I rise in strong opposition to 
the bill. 

The legislation we are considering 
today would prohibit anyone, anyone, 
including a step-parent, grandparent, 
or religious counselor from accom-
panying a young woman across State 
lines for an abortion. In my judgment, 
my colleagues, this is a dangerous, 
misguided bill that isolates our daugh-
ters and puts them at grave risk. That 
is why the President has threatened to 
veto it. 

Under this legislation, young women 
who feel they cannot turn to their par-
ents when facing an unintended preg-
nancy will be forced to fend for them-
selves without help from any respon-
sible adult. Some will seek dangerous 
back-alley abortions close to home; 
others will travel to unfamiliar places 
seeking abortions by themselves. 

Thankfully, my colleagues, most 
young women, more than 75 percent of 
minors under age 16, already involve 
their parents in this very difficult deci-
sion to seek an abortion. That is the 
good news. And as a mother, as a 
grandmother of four and about 7/8ths, 
one is arriving in August, I hope, as we 
all hope, that every child can go to her 
parents for advice and support. But, 
unfortunately, not every child is so 
lucky. Not every child has loving par-
ents. Some have parents who are abu-
sive or simply absent. 

Now, I believe that those young 
women who cannot go to their parents 
should be encouraged. We want to en-
courage them to go to another respon-
sible adult, a grandmother, an aunt, a 
Rabbi, a minister in what can be a 
very, very difficult decision. Already 

more than half of all young women who 
do not involve the parent in the deci-
sion to terminate a pregnancy choose 
to involve another adult, including 15 
percent who involve another adult rel-
ative. That is a good thing. We should 
encourage the involvement of respon-
sible adults in this decision, be it a 
step-parent, an aunt or an uncle, reli-
gious minister or a counselor, not 
criminalize that involvement. 

Unfortunately, what this bill does is 
impose criminal penalties on adults, 
like grandmothers, who come to the 
aid of their granddaughters. We tried 
to address this problem at the Com-
mittee on Rules by exempting close fa-
miliar relatives from criminal liability 
under the bill. But, unfortunately, that 
amendment, much to my amazement, 
it was hard for me to believe, was de-
nied. As a result, this bill will throw 
grandmothers in jail for assisting their 
granddaughters. 

What will the police do? Are they 
going to set up granny checkpoints to 
catch grandmothers helping their 
granddaughters? Will we have dogs and 
search lights at State borders to lock 
up aunts and uncles? I suppose so. 

Mr. Speaker, I am a grandmother of 
four, and I believe grandparents should 
be able to help their grandchildren 
without getting thrown in jail. As 
much as we might wish otherwise, fam-
ily communication, open and honest 
parent-child relationships cannot be 
legislated. When a young woman can-
not turn to her parents, she should cer-
tainly be able to turn to her grand-
mother or a favorite aunt for help. Un-
fortunately, this legislation criminal-
izes that involvement. 

And so this bill tells young women 
who cannot tell their parents, just do 
not tell anyone else. Do not tell a 
grandparent, do not tell an aunt. No 
one can help them; they are on their 
own. As a result, young women will be 
forced to travel out of State by them-
selves or remain in-State and obtain an 
illegal abortion. 

Parental consent laws do not force 
young women to involve their parents 
in an hour of need. We know that it can 
do just the opposite. Indiana’s parental 
consent law drove Becky Bell away 
from the arms of her parents and 
straight into the back alley. Parental 
consent laws do not protect our daugh-
ters, but they can kill them. They do 
not bring families together, but they 
can tear them apart. And so I ask, why 
can we not do more in this body to 
bring families together, to keep our 
young people safe? 

Mr. Speaker, I firmly believe that we 
should make abortion less necessary 
for teenagers, not more dangerous and 
difficult. We need to teach teenagers to 
be abstinent and responsible. We need a 
comprehensive approach to keeping 
teenagers safe and healthy. We do not 
need a bill that isolates teenagers and 
puts them at risk. 

That is why, Mr. Speaker, I urge my 
colleagues to join with the gentleman 
from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE) and myself 
on the Teen Pregnancy Prevention 
Task Force. Let us work with our 
young people. Let us help them gain 
self-esteem. Let us see what works out 
there and try to prevent unwanted 
pregnancies and prevent teen preg-
nancies. Let us reduce the need for 
abortion. Let us work together on this. 
We can work together, pro-choice, pro-
life, Democrat and Republican, to re-
duce the need for abortion. But my col-
leagues, let us not put our young peo-
ple at risk. 

b 1130 

I want to say again, I would hope 
that every mother, every mother, could 
have a relationship with her child so, 
number one, there is no need to have 
an abortion. But if that child should be 
put in this position, I would hope that 
child would come to me, would come to 
a mother, I would hope my grand-
daughter would come to me, again, let 
us hope, before it is necessary. 

But if it is, I want to be there to help, 
not to feel that we grandmothers are 
going to be thrown in jail if we try to 
help and leave these children so iso-
lated that they may make an unwise 
move and get this procedure where it 
may not be qualified. 

So I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ 
on this legislation.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON). 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support today of the Child 
Custody Protection Act. I want to 
thank my colleague the gentlewoman 
from Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for 
reintroducing it again this year. 

This is an important bill, and it is an 
important bill that all Members should 
support regardless of whether they are 
prochoice or whether they are prolife, 
as I am. 

I will tell my colleagues from a per-
sonal experience about my daughter, 
Katharine, who just finished her junior 
year in high school. Quite frankly, I 
cannot even begin to tell my col-
leagues how many parental consent 
forms I had to sign even just this year. 
The most recent was for a physics field 
trip. Then there was the soccer form. 
Probably my worst experience was try-
ing to get permission for my daughter, 
Katharine, and my older daughter, 
Tori, to use their inhalers for their ex-
ercised-induced asthma, which comes 
about simply through playing sports. 
And it was a nightmare. But I will tell 
my colleagues, it was a nightmare that 
I accepted, and that was very impor-
tant. 

Nobody can doubt that this constant 
flood of consent forms is bureaucracy 
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at its best. But I do not mind because 
it is just one more way for me to stay 
involved with my children and involved 
in their lives, which is to me the most 
important responsibility that I have in 
life. 

So if we, as parents, are involved in 
those types of decisions regarding our 
children at school, how can anyone 
even question the need for us to be in-
volved in such a potentially life-threat-
ening decision like having an abortion? 

The need for this type of legislation 
is particularly clear, particularly in 
my home State of Missouri, which al-
ready has a parental consent law. 

A recent article in the St. Louis Post 
Dispatch focused on the problem of 
teens crossing from Missouri into Illi-
nois to obtain abortions without paren-
tal consent. I bring the attention of my 
colleagues to this blown-up ad that was 
recently in the Yellow Pages in a 
phone book in St. Louis. But the arti-
cle in the Post Dispatch points out 
that one of the larger abortion clinics 
in Illinois actually does advertise on 
Missouri radio stations and it says ‘‘No 
parental consent required.’’

I even went into the home page last 
night and pulled out a copy of their 
home page, which does say right here 
‘‘Parental consent is not required for a 
minor to have an abortion at the Hope 
Clinic.’’ 

This is a predatory market, my col-
leagues, and it targets vulnerable 
young girls, and it really emboldens 
those who would impress these young 
girls into doing something they might 
live to regret all of their lives. 

I am fortunate that my children talk 
to me, and I realize the need to have 
support for our young girls. But there 
is too much pressure from boyfriends 
and the like to just simply go have an 
abortion. 

It is critical, Mr. Speaker, that we 
have the Child Custody Protection Act. 
It is common-sense legislation, and it 
protects parental rights. But, more im-
portantly, it safeguards the well-being 
of America’s young girls. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port this passage.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the exam-
ple used by my good friend and col-
league on the idea of clinics’ advertise-
ments. But that evidences the weak-
nesses of the legislation. 

I would be happy to target unscrupu-
lous abortion clinics if that is the case 
to narrow their advertising standards 
and their advertising approaches. I 
frankly believe, as well, that we do not 
target teenagers or entice them to do 
things they would otherwise not do. 
But the emphasis of this bill is to lock 
up loving and caring adults who want 
to be loving and caring to a teenager 
who finds herself in trouble under le-
gitimate laws of this land of the right 
to choose, locking up grandmothers, 

locking up ministers and rabbis, lock-
ing up cousins and aunts. 

Frankly, this is a cruel scheme to do 
a back-door curbing of abortion. The 
bill’s backers, as the New York Times 
says, ‘‘can show no compelling jus-
tification for giving different treat-
ment to State residents and non-
residents seeking medical services.’’

We are not promoting unscrupulous 
abortion clinics. What we are trying to 
do is simply say a young woman who 
may have been abused by a relative in 
her family, a stepfather, a father, de-
serves to have a private way of coun-
seling with someone or a private way 
of seeking an abortion that does not in-
clude going into a cold courtroom and 
being denied on a judicial waiver. 

I will say, Mr. Speaker, that we can 
do many things, but this solution is 
not the best solution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Maine 
(Mr. ALLEN). 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this sadly misnamed Child Custody 
Protection Act. This bill does not en-
courage young women to ask a trusted 
adult for much-needed assistance. In-
stead, this bill will cause some young 
women to face decisions about their 
pregnancy alone. 

Parental involvement in a minor’s 
decision about her pregnancy is, of 
course, the ideal. For most teens it is 
the reality. But some teenagers, for 
various reasons, simply cannot or will 
not confide in a parent. This bill will 
make criminals of some grandmothers, 
aunts, or other relatives that help 
pregnant teenagers exercise their legal 
rights. This bill would endanger the 
health and lives of young women who, 
for a variety of reasons, including fear 
of abuse, are unable to involve a parent 
in their decision-making. This bill is 
about politics, not sound legislation. 

We should be talking today about 
what we can agree on, how to involve 
adults in the decision-making process. 
We should look at policies that work, 
like the Adult Involvement Law that 
exists in my home State of Maine. 

The Maine Adult Involvement Law 
recognizes that parental involvement 
and guidance is the ideal for young 
women facing decisions regarding a 
pregnancy. However, when parental in-
volvement is not possible, teens should 
not be alone. Maine’s Adult Involve-
ment Law allows young women to turn 
to a trusted adult for advice and coun-
sel. A young woman considering an 
abortion may turn to a parent or an-
other family member, such as an aunt 
or grandmother or a judge or a coun-
selor. And a counselor would cover a 
number of different types of people: A 
physician, a psychiatrist, a psycholo-
gist, a social worker, a member of the 
clergy, physicians’ assistants, nurse 

practitioners, a guidance counselor, 
registered nurse, or a licensed practical 
nurse. 

The counselor must discuss with the 
young woman all of her options, in-
cluding adoption, parenting, and abor-
tion. In Maine, all minors seeking an 
abortion must receive counseling even 
if that young woman has the consent of 
another adult. This provides the max-
imum guidance and support for the 
young woman. 

The Child Custody Protection Act is 
designed to restrict the young woman’s 
access to abortion, not to ensure the 
involvement of an adult in her deci-
sion-making process. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in opposing the so-
called Child Custody Protection Act. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to respond 
briefly to the point that has been made 
about the assistance that young 
women might receive from people 
other than their parents. 

Any grandmother, any friend, any 
cousin, any godparent who wishes to 
help a young woman in a situation 
such as has been described where it is 
impossible to talk with the parents, for 
whatever reason, can help that young 
lady go through the constitutionally 
required judicial bypass process. 

That is something the Supreme 
Court has established. The Supreme 
Court has required that all parental in-
volvement laws contain a judicial by-
pass mechanism that must be made 
available. That is the way they can 
render assistance within the frame-
work of the law that provides for the 
respect for parents and the family unit. 
That bypass is there; and that is the 
route that they should follow, rather 
than taking a girl, without her par-
ents’ knowledge, across State lines for 
an abortion in a State other than her 
State of residence. 

There is a solution to the problem 
that opponents of this bill keep raising. 
They want to deny the reality of that 
solution. But that does not make it go 
away. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
PITTS). 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to speak in strong support of the Child 
Custody Protection Act and commend 
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN) for her leadership and 
the other 130 Members who have co-
sponsored this legislation. It is time 
that we speak up for the safety of our 
young daughters, as well as the rights 
of their parents. 

I served in the Pennsylvania Legisla-
ture when we passed the Parental Con-
sent Law. There are about 20 States 
that have parental involvement laws. 
Some parental notice, some parental 
consent. In Pennsylvania, we require 
consent of one of the two parents. And 
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in case there is a breakdown between 
the parents and the child, we have a ju-
dicial bypass where the child can go be-
fore, in a confidential setting, a judge 
to get a decision. 

This law was designed because of a 
case that happened in Pennsylvania in 
1995 where a 12-year-old young girl was 
impregnated by an 18-year-old male 
and then the mother of that male took 
that 12-year-old girl to a neighboring 
State, New York, without her parents’ 
knowledge or consent, for a secret 
abortion. 

Now, my colleagues, this is out-
rageous where, in America, a stranger 
can take a minor child whose parents 
who know the medical history, know 
the psychological make-up of their 
child, without their knowledge or con-
sent. 

There was a study in California of 
46,500 teenage school-age moms. Guess 
what they found? Two-thirds of them 
were impregnated by adult males. The 
median age was 22 years old. In many 
cases, it is these males who are taking 
the young girls across State lines for 
abortions, not grandmothers. It is 
adult males who are exploiting young 
women so that people will not know 
what happened. 

In Pennsylvania, I went to the cap-
ital phone books and pulled out a cou-
ple of Yellow Pages. Here is one enti-
tled ‘‘abortion.’’ Here is a clinic in 
Maryland advertising, ‘‘no parental 
consent,’’ to get around our State law. 
Here is one from my district in Lan-
caster. ‘‘Age restriction, parental or 
spousal consent, none.’’ That is in 
Delaware, this abortion clinic. 

I say to the people who are outraged 
about these ads to teens about smok-
ing, where is their outrage about these 
ads for teens for abortion? This is a 
medical procedure that could be life-
threatening. We cannot even have a 
child get their ears pierced or an aspi-
rin from a nurse or a field trip without 
parental consent. Where is the logic? 

Mr. Speaker, as the Attorney General 
of Pennsylvania said, ‘‘by supporting 
and protecting the rights of parents 
across the Nation, those of us in law 
enforcement will be able to protect 
vulnerable children.’’ Let us protect 
them with this bill.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, let me again emphasize 
that I am willing to join my colleagues 
in legislating initiatives against un-
scrupulous abortion clinics advertising 
and, as well, any enticement to young 
people to do something that they 
would not want to do. This is not this 
kind of legislation. This is a legislation 
that undermines a young woman’s 
right to choose and the ability to coun-
sel with someone other than her family 
for this terribly, terribly important 
and tragic decision that she may have 
to make. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD a letter from the American 

Academy of Pediatrics that includes 
the Society for Adolescent Medicine, 
dated June 14, 1999, that opposes this 
legislation. I think these two entities 
certainly have great involvement with 
our children.

AMERICAN ACADEMY OF PEDIATRICS, 
June 14, 1999, 

Hon. HENRY J. HYDE, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Rayburn House 

Office Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN HYDE: On behalf of the 

American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP), rep-
resenting 55,000 pediatricians nationally, and 
the Society for Adolescent Medicine (SAM), 
representing 1,400 adolescent health profes-
sionals, we are writing in opposition of H.R. 
1218, the Child Custody Protection Act. As-
suring adolescent access to health care, in-
cluding reproductive health care, has been a 
long-standing objective of the Academy. The 
problematic nature of this bill is in it’s po-
tential to restrict a patient’s access to care 
by making it a federal offense to transport a 
minor across state lines if this circumvents 
the state’s parental involvement laws. 

The AAP and SAM firmly believe that par-
ents should be involved in and responsible 
for assuring medical care for their children. 
While parental involvement is desirable and 
should be encouraged, it may not always be 
feasible, and the Academy and SAM believe 
it should not be legislated. Adolescents who 
cannot rely on a parent to help them 
through the trauma of a pregnancy and who 
may need to go to an adjoining state for ter-
mination are precluded from receiving sup-
portive care during a traumatic time in their 
lives. It is in these situations that adoles-
cents would be limited in their options for 
receiving care. 

Our ultimate goal is to provide access to 
health care that is in the best interest of the 
adolescent. Pediatricians hope and strongly 
encourage adolescents to communicate with 
and involve their parents or other trusted 
adults in important health care decisions af-
fecting their lives, including those regarding 
pregnancy or pregnancy termination. Stud-
ies show that a majority of adolescents vol-
untarily do so. However, studies also indi-
cate that legislation mandating parental in-
volvement does not achieve the intended 
benefit of promoting family communication. 
It may increase the risk of harm to the ado-
lescent by delaying access to appropriate 
medical care. 

The American Academy of Pediatrics and 
the Society for Adolescent Medicine urge 
you to oppose the Child Custody Protection 
Act. 

Sincerely, 
JOEL J. ALPERT, MD, FAAP, 

President, American Academy of Pediatrics, 
LAWRENCE S. NEISTEIN, MD, 

President, Society for Adolescent Medicine. 
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 

distinguished gentlewoman from Wis-
consin (Ms. BALDWIN), a member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
would make the tragic situation of 
teen pregnancy even worse. 

I believe that adolescents should be 
encouraged to seek their parent’s ad-
vice when facing difficult cir-
cumstances. And when young people do 
go to their parents in trying times, 
most often their parents offer love, 
support, direction and compassion. 

Most young women do turn to their 
parents even when faced with some-
thing as emotional and private as preg-
nancy. Even with States without pa-
rental consent laws, the majority of all 
pregnant teenagers do tell their par-
ents. 

Unfortunately, though, there are 
times when a pregnant teenager cannot 
go to her parents. This is precisely the 
time when they most need the involve-
ment of a trusted adult. But under this 
bill, if an adult tries to assist a young 
woman by traveling with her across 
State lines, that adult becomes a 
criminal. It does not matter if the 
adult is her sister, brother, grand-
mother, minister, rabbi, they would 
still be criminals in the eyes of Federal 
prosecutors. In my home State of Wis-
consin, we take into account the fact 
that young people sometimes cannot 
turn to a parent and must turn to an-
other trusted adult in trying times. In 
Wisconsin, young women may obtain 
consent from grandparents, adult sib-
lings or another trusted adult. 

Crossing State lines to obtain an 
abortion is not uncommon. Women 
usually seek the medical facility that 
is closest to their home, but due to a 
lack of facilities in many areas, the 
closest facility may be across a nearby 
State border. Eighty-six percent of all 
counties in the United States do not 
have any health care facility at all 
that provides abortion services. Con-
gress has not made it illegal to cross 
State lines to buy guns, to gamble or 
to participate in any other legal activ-
ity. Why should we make an exception 
here? 

What if the teenager has been subject 
to physical or sexual abuse by one of 
her parents? What if the pregnancy is 
the result of incest? There is no excep-
tion in this bill for minors who have 
experienced physical or sexual abuse in 
their own homes, nor is there an excep-
tion for a young woman who might be 
subject to grave physical abuse if she 
were to confide in her parent or par-
ents. 

Mr. Speaker, we want all children to 
confide in their parents, we want a so-
ciety with strong families, but let us 
not forget those children in our society 
who are victims of incest or child phys-
ical abuse. Let us encourage those chil-
dren, too, to reach out to an adult 
rather than deal with a crisis preg-
nancy without anyone to talk to. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY). 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, many, 
many States—I am particularly proud 
of my own State of Texas—have laws 
that protect the children, as they 
should have. And they have laws that 
honor the parents’ rights with respect 
to the children. 

When mom and dad come home from 
the hospital and they have got that 
precious baby in their hands, they 
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bring the baby home, they accept the 
lifetime commitment, they care for the 
baby, they hold the baby, they kiss and 
hug, treat the baby’s little wounds, 
counsel the baby, advise the baby, in-
struct the baby, pray over the baby and 
sometimes discipline the baby. And if 
grandma and auntie, uncle, sister and 
brother want to visit, honor, enjoy, 
play with the baby, it is a wonderful 
experience in a family. But if grandma 
colludes with the baby to tell mom and 
dad a lie when the baby has broken 
mom and dad’s rules, grandma is out of 
line. Grandma should honor the mother 
and the father as they accept their re-
sponsibilities for the baby. If grandma 
finds the baby in a serious state of dis-
tress at the age of 15 because of some 
foolishness with that pretty boy down 
the block, grandma has got a responsi-
bility to the baby and to the mom and 
dad to honor the mom and dad’s devo-
tion to that child and to help that 
child be in the company, honestly 
confessing their hurt and their wrong 
to the people who love and care most. 
Grandma has no right to take that 
child across the State line, circumvent 
the State laws and dishonor her own 
children. No, grandma does not get a 
dispensation here. Grandma should 
have the decency to love that baby and 
honor her own children as that baby’s 
parents. It is wrong. It is wrong to be-
lieve that I have the right to intercede 
against mom and dad’s love and devo-
tion because I want to get the child off 
the hook. 

We have taught our children, ‘‘You 
will do wrong, you will make mistakes, 
you will put yourself in harm’s way, 
you will bring harm to yourself. Bring 
your hurts to me. I will care for you.’’ 

In my own case when my little baby 
Kathy was born, my dad looked on me 
and said, ‘‘Dick, when you start that 
parenting, you’ll do it all your life.’’ I 
do that. Most of us do. Some parents 
unhappily are not kind to their chil-
dren. Incest does occur. There are laws 
about that and grandma would have 
the decency to take the child and the 
errant parent to the proper authorities 
within the State and get it corrected 
and protected. Do you think grandma 
taking her across State lines to abort 
that wrong is going to protect that 
child in the future? 

It is not right to love yourself or love 
somebody more or love some abstract 
devotion to abortion rights more than 
the safety and security of that child 
and the honor of the parents. This is a 
good bill. It is a good bill that keeps 
the only commandment with a prom-
ise, that commandment that says 
honor your father and your mother so 
your lives may be good on this earth. 

Let us vote this bill up and let us 
honor the parents and let us protect 
the babies.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 30 seconds just 
to emphasize that this country has 

many familial situations and many of 
our young people live with their grand-
parents. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the 
distinguished gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD). 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to commend my 
colleague for her leadership on this 
critical issue. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to the Child Custody 
Protection Act. Last year we addressed 
this bill. And although it passed this 
House, it died in the Senate. Further, 
the President has made his position 
very clear. He will veto this legislation 
if it crosses his desk. 

There are so many other issues that 
we could be working on to truly help 
children and strengthen America’s 
families. I urge my colleagues to work 
together to make a real difference in 
the lives of our youth instead of focus-
ing on this bill which is not needed and 
would only serve to weaken the child-
parent relationship. 

This bill as we know it, the Child 
Custody Protection Act, would make it 
a Federal crime for anyone other than 
the parent to transport a minor across 
State lines with the intent to obtain an 
abortion. It also punishes the so-called 
violators of this bill with a fine of up 
to $100,000 and 1 year in prison. With al-
most 50 States already requiring paren-
tal notification or adult notification 
through the legal system, if a minor 
seeks an abortion, there is no need for 
H.R. 1218. 

Regardless of whether the parent-
child relationship is abusive or not, 
most States have already required that 
a child tells a parent if she wants to 
obtain an abortion. H.R. 1218 does not 
improve the parent-child communica-
tion. It only serves to create a greater 
divide between the parent and children 
and that child on an incredibly per-
sonal and difficult decision that re-
mains legal in this country. 

H.R. 1218 also ignores the blended and 
nontraditional families that have be-
come the norm in America today. More 
than half of all marriages today are re-
marriages. Children with different par-
ents are often a part of that mix. We 
are seeing more and more minority 
children being raised by grandparents. 
In fact, when I hold district events for 
parents, the room is filled with grand-
parents. 

This legislation offers no language 
recognizing the important parental 
role that grandparents are playing in 
the absence of parents. It would punish 
grandparents and members of the cler-
gy who often serve as an invaluable 
counselor for young adults faced with 
such important decisions. 

H.R. 1218 would isolate these young 
women during a period when the advice 
and kind understanding of an adult is 
most needed. As a mother and grand-
mother who cares deeply about 
strengthening families through good 

communication and loving support of 
children regardless of the mistakes 
that they make in their effort to grow 
into mature and independent adults, I 
ask my colleagues to vote against this 
piece of legislation. It will not help 
women, it will not help families, and 
most certainly it will not help anyone 
to prevent unwanted pregnancies. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. DEMINT). 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise in favor of the Child Custody Pro-
tection Act. This bill would make it 
unlawful to transport a minor across 
State lines to circumvent a State law 
requiring parental involvement in a 
minor’s abortion decision. 

South Carolina is one of several 
States that have laws requiring one 
parent to approve an abortion of a 
minor. Let me make it clear that this 
law does include any legal guardian. It 
is not excluding grandparents who are 
legal guardians. The Child Custody 
Protection Act would not impose a 
similar parental consent law on States 
neighboring my State but, rather, 
would simply ensure that the laws of 
my State would be respected. 

Laws requiring parental involvement 
in a minor’s abortion decision confirm 
the essential role of parents in key de-
cisions for our children. For the sake of 
children, these laws should not be cir-
cumvented. The Supreme Court has ob-
served, ‘‘The medical, emotional and 
psychological consequences of an abor-
tion are serious and can be lasting. 
This is particularly true when the pa-
tient is immature.’’ 

All across this country our children 
cannot take an aspirin at school with-
out parental notification or authoriza-
tion. They have to have a signed per-
mission slip to go on a simple field 
trip. Yet in many places in our Nation, 
a young girl does not have to tell a 
family member before she has an abor-
tion. Some States have rightfully acted 
to give parents the responsibility for 
decision-making for their minor chil-
dren. The parental consent notification 
laws of States like South Carolina 
should not be bypassed. This bill would 
simply enforce our laws and reassert 
the importance of children. 

Mr. Speaker, I have two daughters. It 
is very hard for me to believe that 
some in this room think that they 
should have the right to secretly take 
one of my daughters across the State 
line to get an abortion without telling 
me. We cannot tolerate that in this 
country. I urge all of my colleagues to 
vote for the Child Custody Protection 
Act. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, yielding myself 30 seconds, I 
listened to the previous proponent on 
the floor. I just raise the question that 
we have often been chastised for fed-
eralizing laws in this country. He has 
already argued that States have laws. 
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That is why I find the folly in this leg-
islation. It is not helping; it is hurting. 

Mr. Speaker, I am delighted to yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. GILMAN), the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion to the Child Custody Protection 
Act, making it a Federal offense for 
anyone other than a minor’s parents to 
transport that minor to another State 
so that that minor may obtain an abor-
tion. This legislation prohibits anyone, 
including grandparents, stepparents, 
religious counselors or any other fam-
ily member from accompanying a 
young woman across State lines for 
such a procedure. 

Parental involvement is obviously 
ideal and currently some 75 percent of 
minors under age 16 seek the advice 
and help of their parents when faced 
with an unintended pregnancy and the 
prospect of obtaining an abortion. 
These young ladies are fortunate 
enough to have loving, understanding 
parents that they can talk to. But not 
all teenagers are that fortunate. 

For those teenagers who believe they 
cannot involve their parents, they are 
left with no one else to turn to, no one 
to counsel them, including consider-
ation of alternatives to an abortion. 
Should this bill pass, young women 
would be forced to make such a dif-
ficult decision alone, for fear of putting 
a family member or a trusted adult in 
danger of committing a Federal crime. 
We owe it to these young women to 
allow them the opportunity to involve 
someone they can trust in in making 
that important decision.
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Most teenagers who do not involve 
their parents do involve an adult in 
such a decision, with some 15 percent 
talking with a stepparent, grandparent 
or sibling. It is far more preferable to 
teach our young people to practice ab-
stinence and to be responsible, making 
abortions unnecessary. That would be 
far better than passing legislation 
which holds concerned family members 
and trusted adults criminally respon-
sible for helping these young women 
who are confronted with a very dif-
ficult decision. 

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge my 
colleagues to oppose this legislation, 
and I thank the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) for having 
yielded this time to me. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARY MILLER). 

Mr. GARY MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, it is interesting the argument 
by my colleagues on the opposite side 
of the aisle in opposition to this bill. 
They use words like: ‘‘Let’s get to-

gether.’’ However ‘‘let’s’’ never in-
cludes parents. And, ‘‘We need to help 
young ladies.’’ However ‘‘we’’ never in-
cludes parents. Clearly, this is not 
about adult women, it is about young 
girls and, in some cases, children. 

As my colleague said, it is illegal for 
a school nurse to give a high school 
student two aspirin without parental 
consent. Schools obtain permission 
slips for parents to take students on 
field trips. It is even illegal for high 
school students to participate in many 
high school sports without parental 
permission, but it is not illegal for a 
complete stranger to transport a teen-
aged girl or even a 12-year-old girl 
across State lines to circumvent State 
laws so that she can have an abortion 
without her parents’ knowledge. 

There has been a lot of talk about 
loopholes over the last weeks. If this is 
not a loophole, there is no such thing 
as a loophole. The Child Custody Pro-
tection Act will close a Mack-truck-
sized loophole by prohibiting anyone 
from transporting someone else’s 
daughter across State lines for the pur-
pose of circumventing a State parental 
consent notification law. 

Many want us to believe this is about 
a nice little grandmother. This is not. 
It is about an employee of an abortion 
industry or a sexual predator who 
wants to cover up the rape of a young 
girl under the age of 18. No one should 
be able to make mockery of legal State 
parental consent laws. 

This is not whether or not a woman 
has a right to choose. This is about a 
young girl’s rights to be involved with 
her parents and the parents’ rights to 
be involved with their children. 

Anyone who opposes this loophole I 
believe is an extremist, and anyone 
who does not support this is out of 
touch with the American people. If my 
colleagues do not like parental consent 
laws, they should go to the State cap-
itals where they live and fight to re-
peal them, but do not oppose a com-
mon-sense measure such as this. I urge 
all my colleagues to support families, 
to support children and to support 
women in fighting this measure. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO), a member of our leadership. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding this time 
to me. 

I rise today in strong opposition to 
this bill. We all believe that young 
women should turn to their parents for 
guidance and for support, and do my 
colleagues know what? Most do. Unfor-
tunately, Congress is unable to legis-
late strong and healthy family rela-
tionships, and there are times in some 
families where a young person cannot 
turn to her parents for fear of physical 
abuse, and the so-called Child Custody 
Protection Act would leave those 
young women with nowhere to turn. 

The Republicans claim that they 
want to protect young women from 
sexual predators forcing them across 
State lines. This is a worthy goal. We 
all share this goal. But nowhere in this 
legislation does it specify that it is il-
legal to use force or threat of force to 
transport a minor across State lines to 
obtain an abortion and avoid parental 
consent laws. This is a key omission, 
and without that distinction the bill 
would make it illegal for any adult 
other than a parent from taking a 
young woman out of State for an abor-
tion, which I would like to point out is 
a legal medical procedure. 

It means that a young woman who is 
in a time of tremendous emotional 
need would be unable to turn to a step-
parent, a grandmother, an aunt, an 
older sister, or even a trusted member 
of the clergy, without placing that per-
son at risk for breaking the law. 

I might add that the Republicans in 
the committee would not make an ex-
ception for the case of incest. They 
voted down a waiver or an exception 
for incest. Now do my colleagues want 
to tell me that an incestual relation-
ship is one with a loving parent and 
that is the person that a young woman 
ought to turn to? My God, what are we 
trying to do here? The Child Custody 
Protection Act would only isolate a 
young woman in time of greatest need. 

Let me just say that do not play out, 
and I say this to some of my col-
leagues, do not play out your own per-
sonal philosophies which people re-
spect, but do not do that at the risk of 
jeopardizing the health, the safety of 
young women. This is not our job. Do 
not turn grandmothers, trusted adults 
into criminals in this country. I urge 
my colleagues to reject this misguided 
bill. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. WELDON). 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, as a practicing physician for many 
years, I have always been aware of the 
fact that if a minor child came to see 
me in the emergency room with an ill-
ness or a injury, I could not treat that 
child without the consent of a parent, 
I could not give pain relieving medica-
tions, I could not stitch a laceration. 
Indeed, I could be prosecuted for as-
sault by treating a child without the 
consent of a parent. 

But, amazingly, in many States 
those same minor children, a minor fe-
male who cannot get basic medical 
care without their parents’ consent, 
can have an invasive surgical proce-
dure legally, an abortion, a surgical 
procedure with the attendant risks of 
hemorrhage, infection, sterility and, 
yes, even death can legally be obtained 
in some States. What is even more dis-
turbing is that in the majority of cases 
these minor children have been impreg-
nated by men over the age of 18, a 
crime called statutory rape in most 
States. 
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Now many States have correctly ad-

dressed this problem by passing legisla-
tion requiring the consent of a parent, 
and those laws have been upheld in the 
courts, but, unfortunately, many 
States have not passed these types of 
legislation, and what has developed is 
the unconscionable situation where 
minor females are being carried across 
State lines without the knowledge or 
consent of their parents for the purpose 
of obtaining an abortion. This bill cor-
rectly addresses this problem by mak-
ing it illegal to circumvent State laws 
by carrying a minor child across State 
lines, and I encourage all of my col-
leagues to support this legislation and 
vote for its passage.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. WOOL-
SEY). 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong opposition to this so-
called Child Custody Protection Act. 
Last year, the far right majority here 
in this Congress wanted to make it a 
crime to help a pregnant young 
woman, and now it is the same story 
over again. What we really should be 
doing is helping our teens. Teens need 
people that they can count on when 
they are really in a serious situation. 
In situations where parents are abusive 
or absent this bill would make it crimi-
nal for a young woman to turn to a 
trusted adult, a family member, for 
help. 

Let us face it. Some teenagers will 
have sex without parental consent, and 
we all know that teenagers can con-
tinue a pregnancy, receive prenatal 
care and deliver a baby without paren-
tal consent. Teens can also give the 
baby up for adoption without parental 
consent. 

The only thing that is prevented 
from doing is deciding to end a preg-
nancy. This bill does one thing. It 
seeks only to further isolate young 
women who dare not or cannot involve 
their parents. Remember, one-third of 
our young women who do not notify 
their parents of a pregnancy have been 
victims of family abuse and violence. 
This bill is all wrong. Instead of crim-
inalizing freedom of choice, we should 
be providing our teens with better edu-
cation, better health care and support 
services. 

Mr. Speaker, this bad legislation died 
in the Congress last year because it 
was not good for young women. Once 
again, I urge my colleagues to vote 
against the Child Custody Protection 
Act. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DELAY) in support of the legisla-
tion.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Alabama; and I am 
proud to stand here today with the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) and my other colleagues 

who have done an admirable job pro-
moting the Child Custody Protection 
Act. 

There is a great injustice taking 
place as we speak. In 28 States minor 
girls are being taken across State lines 
for abortions just so parental consent 
or notification laws can be avoided. 
For a child to receive an aspirin at 
school or to be involved in a class field 
trip, they must gain prior consent from 
a parent. But for a dangerous and 
sometimes fatal procedure a child, yes, 
a child, can be transported across State 
lines without a simple notification of 
their parent. 

This is criminal, and this practice 
has to stop. We must remedy this in-
justice against States who have de-
cided that parents have a right to 
know when their child’s health is 
threatened. To add insult to injury, lit-
erally, the abortion industry actually 
encourages such interstate activity 
and most definitely profits by it. In 
many States, abortion clinics even ad-
vertise in the phone book of these near-
by States, and they advertise no paren-
tal consent required. If that is not a 
criminal act, then I do not know what 
is. 

So I urge my colleagues today to 
vote for the Child Custody Protection 
Act. A vote for this bill is a vote to re-
spect State law. A vote for this bill is 
a vote to ensure that parents living in 
those 22 States get to maintain their 
right to know about their child’s wel-
fare; and, most importantly, a vote for 
this bill is a vote for the safety of our 
children.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 30 seconds. 

Let me just say to my good friend 
from Texas, Becky Bell is dead. Becky 
Bell is dead because Indiana had a pa-
rental consent law, and Becky Bell did 
not have the resources and the 
nuturing, comforting familial situa-
tion, a loving family and loving par-
ents, did not have the resources to go 
and get a safe abortion. She is dead. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. DAVIS). 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in opposition to H.R. 1218, the 
Child Custody Protection Act which 
could more appropriately be called: 
The Teen Endangerment Act. 

Specifically, I rise to speak against 
the criminal sanctions this bill would 
impose on grandmothers, aunts and 
clergy, responsible adults a child might 
turn to if they feel uncomfortable talk-
ing to their parents or they have a rea-
son they cannot talk to their parents. 
This law punishes the 1 million Amer-
ican teenagers who become pregnant 
each year, and it punishes the adults 
who seek to assist these children in 
their time of need. 

Proponents of this bill would say 
these teens could go to a judge for a ju-
dicial bypass. To this I say, if they can-

not tell their parents, how can they 
tell a judge? Can my colleagues imag-
ine how intimidating this would be to a 
young woman? How would she even 
know where to find a judge? 

The fact is, young women who do not 
and cannot tell their parents have im-
portant reasons such as their parents 
are alcoholics, they are emotionally or 
physically abusive, or the pregnancy is 
the result of incest. If we pass this bill, 
what do we tell people like Keishawn, 
an 11-year-old who was raped by her fa-
ther? What do we tell the family of 
Becky Bell, who died from an illegal 
abortion because a State law prevented 
her receiving the help? I know what we 
can tell Keishawn’s Aunt Vicky: ‘‘We 
should have sent you to jail for helping 
this child.’’ And we should tell Becky 
Bell’s family: ‘‘We know that a similar 
law killed your child, but we are going 
to make it Federal anyway.’’
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We who oppose this bill encourage 
young women to involve their parents 
when they face this monumental crisis, 
when we consider the fact that most 
young people will talk to their parents 
but then there are those who cannot. 
So if we pass this law, what we are 
doing is making the most difficult de-
cision that a young person would ever 
have to make more painful, more lone-
ly and more difficult for them. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. BRYANT). 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
BACHUS) for yielding the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank most 
especially the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) who has 
brought forth this bill, which I think is 
a very good one. I think it is one that 
we ought to pass, and I urge my col-
leagues to support it. 

It seems like we can agree on an 
awful lot of things today. We all want 
more education, better health care for 
our young people and we all want to 
make sure that there are fewer abor-
tions out there, but yet we cannot 
agree on this, I think, very simple 
issue. 

Frankly, I have sat here and listened 
to the debate and I hear a lot of talk-
ing around in circles and I still cannot 
understand why we do not agree on this 
amendment. 

We have a problem here. We have 
State laws that set higher standards in 
some cases than other States on abor-
tions. They require parental consent. 
Right now we have a problem situation 
where there are older people taking 
school-aged children, girls that are 12, 
13, 14 years old, across the State lines 
into those other States and having 
those abortions done, all without pa-
rental consent. 

I think for the most part we agree 
that should not happen, but we are 
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hearing this circle talk today that 
well, maybe in some cases it is appro-
priate that we can take these young 
teenagers across State lines because 
they are involved in an incestuous rela-
tionship. 

Let me get this straight. There is a 
parent in an incestuous relationship 
with a young girl. So their answer is 
they want to be able to secretly take 
that young girl across the State line 
and get an abortion and act like noth-
ing happened. They do not go to a par-
ent but they go to a trusted friend, an 
aunt, somebody in the religious area; 
but nothing happens. 

That does not make sense. What 
should occur in that case is that they 
ought to go to that trusted friend, that 
grandmother, that aunt and then fol-
low the law, follow the process, go to 
court and get a bypass, get a court to 
approve that, go to a judge that that 
person would know about. If they know 
enough to get across State lines, they 
would know enough to go to a judge 
and go in the private chambers, not in 
public court and get that bypass. 

By the way, while there, tell that 
judge that the father is abusing that 
child in a sexual relationship so that 
that will not happen again. To me, that 
makes a lot of sense here. 

We hear about grandmothers and 
aunts and trusted friends going to jail. 
We hear terms like spotlights and road-
blocks and back alley abortions, things 
that really are not appropriate to this 
level in this debate, I hope. Those 
trusted friends, those grandparents and 
those aunts and uncles are protected 
under this law by that bypass proce-
dure. The grandparents, even if they 
are occupying the status of a parent, if 
they are a guardian or standing in the 
status of loco parentis under the law, 
they serve as a parent. So a parent is a 
much broader definition than just sim-
ply mother and dad. If there is no 
mother and dad, there is the guardian 
out there that has this ability under 
the law to take that child across State 
lines to obtain that abortion, if that is 
necessary. 

It just seems to me we agree on most 
of the issues that we are talking about 
today and it is just this one issue of in-
cest or a parent that someone cannot 
talk to, but the bypass procedure very 
clearly provides a regular order or 
process to have this done. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this bill. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Colorado (Ms. 
DEGETTE). 

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to this deceptively titled 
Child Custody Protection Act. This bill 
pits desperate young women against re-
sponsible, caring adults. This bill 
drives young women into isolation at a 
time when they are most in need of 
help. This bill not only violates teens’ 

constitutional rights but also seriously 
endangers their lives. 

The last speaker said that it would 
not really be true that we would have 
back alley abortions, and people could 
simply go to a friendly judge. 

I submit most of the speakers on the 
other side of this aisle have never stood 
in the shoes of being a vulnerable and 
scared young woman who is the victim 
of incest or who is the victim of child 
abuse. I submit that that is a decision 
that is very, very hard for them and it 
is a decision that has led many young 
women like Becky Bell, who we have 
heard of, like Spring Adams who we 
have heard of, and others to go to back 
alley abortions because they are 
scared. 

We want them to go to trusted 
adults. We want them to report incest 
and we want that to be prosecuted, but 
in the meantime we do not want to 
deny safe and legal abortions to young 
women who for whatever reason, we 
may not even know it, cannot go to the 
adult. We do not want to criminalize 
bus drivers or grandmothers or others 
who have legitimate reasons for taking 
these young women across State lines. 

Many of us ran for Congress on plat-
forms of States’ rights, and we are all 
in favor of States’ rights all the time 
here in Congress, unless, of course, 
they violate our personal social agen-
das and then we are all for the Federal 
Government usurping those States’ 
rights. 

This bill is unconstitutional. It re-
moves the rights of States to legislate 
around a safe and legal procedure, and 
that is abortion. Lawrence Tribe, the 
preeminent legal scholar, has opined 
that this bill is unconstitutional, and 
here is what he has said. This amounts 
to a statutory attempt to force this 
most vulnerable class of young women 
to carry the restrictive laws of their 
home State like the bars of a prison 
that follow them wherever they go. 
Such a law violates the basic premises 
upon which our Federal system is con-
structed and therefore violates the 
Constitution of the United States. 

I urge a no vote on this ill-conceived 
legislation and I urge everyone in this 
chamber not to put their own values 
and views on these vulnerable young 
women. Have some compassion. Under-
stand some of them may not, for what-
ever reason, be able to go and do what 
we would all hope they would do, which 
is to talk to their parents and talk to 
their parents before they undertake a 
decision like this. Please vote no.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I would inquire of the Chair con-
cerning the amount of time remaining 
on each side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURR of North Carolina). The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY) has 
22 minutes remaining. The gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) 
has 181⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM). 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. CAN-
ADY) for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, there was an emotional 
plea to have some compassion and un-
derstanding for the young ladies who 
find themselves in this horrible spot. I 
would also encourage my colleagues to 
have that same compassion and under-
standing for those young ladies, but 
also for the parents and for the law be-
cause the best way to handle hard 
problems in society is to have laws 
that make some sense and have a pro-
cedure. 

Every State law that requires paren-
tal notification has a procedure to have 
the young ladies’ needs addressed and 
that people can, in fact, go to a judge 
and seek relief. 

I have stood with victims, I have not 
been in their shoes, of people who have 
been raped by their parents, who have 
been abused by their parents, and as a 
prosecutor I felt a real desire and need 
to prosecute those people. As a Con-
gressman, I feel a real desire and need 
to uphold the law where the law has 
been passed in a duly constitutional 
fashion. 

What the other side is doing is they 
do not like parental notification stat-
utes. Well, just go back home and 
lobby the legislature. If they do not 
like the law back home, go home and 
change it; but when a law that is 
passed by a State that affects a minor’s 
interest, whether it is abortion or any-
thing else, do not let people conspire, 
regardless of the family relationship or 
the business interest, to cheat the 
State out of a law that they duly 
passed. If we do it here, where is it 
going to stop? Because someone has a 
view of abortion different than the 
State in question, do not allow people 
to go around and cheat the States out 
of the laws that were duly passed. If 
one does not like it as a Member of 
Congress, go home and talk about it. 

This statute addresses a real prob-
lem. There are ads being run in this 
country to lure people across State 
lines to perform abortions, and they 
talk about the fact that a person does 
not have to get parental notification. 
Avoid that State law; go find somebody 
to bring them over here and we will do 
something that the State has a dif-
ferent view of across the border. 

For those of us in Congress who real-
ly do respect the role of the States and 
really do respect State rights and pa-
rental rights, we need to come to the 
aid of the people who find themselves 
in this dilemma. What good does it do 
for a State legislature to pass a law if 
people can avoid it and Congress re-
mains silent? 

Stand up for people who are trying to 
follow the law. 
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LEE). 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentlewoman from Texas 
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE) for yielding me this 
time, and also for her consistent lead-
ership on behalf of America’s families. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to H.R. 1218. This bill, as we have 
heard, makes it a Federal crime for 
anyone, other than a parent or a guard-
ian, to transport a minor across State 
lines. This is another attempt to limit 
the choices available to young people 
in crises. This bill closes doors rather 
than opens doors of opportunities for 
young people and their families, a gen-
eral support system. 

Also, it closes the opportunity to 
consider possible options. Of course it 
makes sense for a child, a girl, to con-
sult with her parents about something 
as momentous as sexual activity and 
the surprising pregnancy that some-
times follows. In States that have no 
mandatory parental involvement, 60 
percent of the parents know about 
their daughters pregnancy. We could 
only wish that all parents had the trust 
of their children and that the remain-
ing 40 percent could turn to their par-
ents for counsel. However, we know 
that sadly not all children feel that 
they can safely turn to a parent, espe-
cially where sexual activity is con-
cerned. 

Many young girls are being raised by 
their grandparents, their aunts and 
their uncles. Why should we crim-
inalize extended family members or 
members of the clergy or a trusted 
adult when they try to help young 
women facing crisis pregnancies? 
Under this legislation, grandparents, 
aunts and uncles and members of the 
clergy could be prosecuted and jailed 
for traveling across State lines to ob-
tain reproductive health services for 
young women. This is wrong. 

The fact is, many young girls do not 
have a mother or a father at home to 
talk to. Those who support this bill do 
not value extended families which so 
many girls are part of. Why do the sup-
porters of this bill feel that it is right 
to discriminate against such a large 
number of young girls in this country? 

It is amazing to me that the majority 
of those speaking on behalf of this bill 
are men who really do not have the ex-
perience of a young girl’s trauma. 

This legislation really does limit rea-
sonable options. It would force young 
people in a period of turmoil, with the 
clock relentlessly ticking, to turn to il-
legal or self-induced abortions or to 
pretend or wish away their pregnancies 
with sometimes horrendous results, as 
we constantly learn from news reports. 

So I urge my colleagues not to legis-
late relationships, not to legislate per-
sonal behavior. Please vote against 
this Child Custody Protection Act. It is 
bad policy and it is discriminatory. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS). 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. BACH-
US) for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, we are all struggling to 
do the right thing, and we are con-
fronted with a case where we have a 14- 
or a 15-year-old girl. She is pregnant, 
unwanted pregnancy, as she would say, 
as we would say, and she is considering 
an abortion. 

Who do we involve? Well, the First 
Lady of the United States has said it 
takes a village to raise these young la-
dies. But do we go out and choose any-
one in the village? That is what the 
critics seem to be saying: Anyone will 
do. It does not have to be the parents. 
It can just be anyone that happens 
along. 

We have heard that a compassionate 
bus driver might be the person.
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We have been told that the grand-

mother is usually the person. We are 
told about these aunts. But in fact, 
who is this so-called trusting adult 
that is taking this young 14- or 15-year-
old girl across lines? What member of 
the village is it that we are sub-
stituting for the parent and their in-
volvement and their love? 

Quite simply, it is the boyfriend. We 
do not have to speculate on that. The 
Department of Health and Human 
Services reported to this very Congress 
in 1995 and said in two-thirds of the 
cases when 15- and 16-year-old girls are 
pregnant it is a male adult, and the 
medium age of that male adult is 22 
years old. It is not the grandmother 
that is impregnating them, it is not 
the loving aunt, and it is not the com-
passionate priest, it is the boyfriend. 

There is a study of 46,000 school-
children in California. Two-thirds of 
them were impregnated by adults; 
again, average age 22. Let me tell the 
Members what that study said. It said 
the differences in ages between the 
young girl and the father who impreg-
nated her at the very least suggest 
very different life experiences, and 
bring into question issues of pressure 
and abuse. 

Another study a year earlier said, 
‘‘Obviously, these males are vulnerable 
to statutory rape charges and have a 
strong incentive to pressure the young 
girl into obtaining an abortion.’’ That 
is what the California study said. That 
is what our own Health and Human 
Services study said. It is not about the 
grandmother, it is about the boyfriend. 

Finally, the study said that 58 per-
cent of these so-called trusting adults 
who we are all concerned about today, 
58 percent of them who take the young 
girl across State lines, who are they? 
Who in the village are they? They are 
the boyfriend. We have a choice to 
make. Do we choose the parents or the 
boyfriend? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York 
(Mr. NADLER), a senior member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
for one moment grant what one of the 
speakers said a few moments ago, that 
we are agreed on most things, that we 
are only disagreeing on incest. I do not 
grant that the real purpose of this bill 
is to help anybody. 

The real purpose of this bill is to 
make it as difficult as possible for 
young women to get an abortion. The 
real purpose is to make it as impossible 
for young women to exercise their legal 
rights as we can possibly make it. That 
is the real motivation. It is what is 
driving this bill, and not any supposed 
concern about parental involvement. 

As the New York Times this morning 
said, the bill is ‘‘a cold-hearted piece of 
legislation that would jeopardize the 
health of desperate young women seek-
ing abortions, and potentially imprison 
adults who help them.’’ Realize what 
this bill would do. A 19-year-old sister 
who helped her 17-year-old sister to an 
abortion clinic or to a hospital across 
the State line could go to jail. 

The bill is clearly unconstitutional 
because it violates the constitutional 
principles of federalism. The bill vio-
lates the rights of States to enact and 
enforce their own laws governing con-
duct within their own boundaries, and 
it violates the rights of residents of 
each of the United States to travel to 
and from any State of the Union for 
lawful purposes, a right strongly re-
affirmed by the Supreme Court in its 
recent landmark decision in Saenz 
versus Roe only last month. 

The fact of the matter is that each 
State is free, notwithstanding Article 
IV, to make certain benefits available 
to its own citizens. A State’s criminal 
laws may not be replaced with stricter 
ones for the visiting citizen from an-
other State, whether by that State’s 
own choice or by virtue of the law of 
the visitor State, or by virtue of a con-
gressional enactment. 

This bill seeks to export the laws of 
one State to another. We cannot con-
stitutionally make it a crime to do 
something that is legal in the State 
where you do it because it is illegal in 
a different State. 

I know the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. CANADY) will cite a 1978 cases in 
which a Mann Act prosecution for 
transporting a woman across State 
lines for the purpose of prostitution 
was upheld, despite the fact that pros-
titution is legal in the State to which 
she was transported. 

But all that case says is that of 
course there can be a Federal law and 
a Federal crime without a State law. 
The Federal government can prosecute 
a spy in New Jersey, even if New Jer-
sey has no laws against espionage. 

But this bill is very different. It 
would only be a crime to transport a 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:13 Oct 04, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00019 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H30JN9.000 H30JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE14736 June 30, 1999
young woman to another State for the 
purpose of obtaining an abortion if she 
had not met the legal requirements to 
get an abortion in her own State, in 
the State she left. In other words, the 
bill would, in effect, for purposes of 
abortion, imprison her within the laws 
of the State that she left, and this we 
cannot constitutionally do. 

So the bill is clearly unconstitu-
tional, and the bill is cruel. It would 
force a young woman to drive by her-
self for long distances both before and 
after an abortion, greatly increasing 
her own health risks, rather than allow 
a responsible adult to accompany her 
to and from the clinic. This is dan-
gerous, it is unnecessary, it will cause 
deaths. 

The American Medical Association 
has noted that women who feel they 
cannot involve a parent often take 
drastic steps to maintain the confiden-
tiality of their pregnancies, including 
running away from home, obtaining 
unsafe back alley abortions, or resort-
ing to dangerous and sometimes fatal 
self-induced abortions. 

The AMA has reported that ‘‘the de-
sire to maintain secrecy has been one 
of the leading reasons for illegal abor-
tion deaths since 1973.’’ This bill is a 
death sentence for many young women. 
Actually, it is not, because the Su-
preme Court will throw it out. But if it 
were ever enacted into law, until the 
Supreme Court throws it out, it is a 
death sentence for young women. Like 
all parental consent laws and required 
waiting period laws, the bill further 
risks women’s health because of de-
layed abortions. We should be taking 
actions to ensure that abortions are as 
safe as possible, rather than delaying it 
to make it as difficult as possible. 

The bill also invites family members 
to sue one another for damages. Who 
gets to sue? Parents, even parents who 
have been abusive or have abandoned 
their children; fathers who have raped 
their daughters are allow to sued for 
damages from the prison cell. Whom 
can they sue? The bill entitles parents 
to sue doctors, clinics, relatives. 

The litigation could bankrupt clinics 
just by the discovery process, which I 
am sure delights the supporters of this 
bill. If the intent is only to sue the 
transporter, the bill should be amended 
to say so. 

What about the criminal penalties? 
The bill would force a grandmother to 
go to jail for coming to the aid of a 
grandchild, or a 19-year-old sister for 
coming to the aid of her 17-year-old sis-
ter. 

I offered an amendment which would 
exempt grandparents and adult broth-
ers and sisters of the minors, but the 
Committee on Rules would not even 
allow the amendment to be considered 
on the floor. It would criminalize al-
most any adult relative of a child who 
tries to help a young women. 

Proponents of the bill ignore these 
concerns and wave around a judicial 

bypass as a panacea, but we know the 
judicial bypass option of many paren-
tal consent laws have been ineffective. 
Again, my amendment to improve this 
bill by allowing individuals subject to 
prosecution to appeal to a Federal 
court for a judicial bypass was blocked 
from consideration by the Committee 
on Rules. 

We know that many local judges re-
fused to hold hearings or are widely 
known to be anti-choice, and refuse to 
grant bypasses, despite rulings of the 
Supreme Court that they cannot with-
hold the bypass. 

This bill further limits the options of 
young women who, for whatever rea-
son, cannot obtain parental consent. 
Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
reject this unconstitutional and cruel 
bill. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 
my good friend for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to begin by 
thanking the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for this excel-
lent human rights pro-woman pro-fam-
ily legislation, and thank the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY), the 
chairman of the subcommittee, for his 
expert guiding of this legislation 
through committee and for his com-
mitment. 

Mr. Speaker, a majority of Ameri-
cans now more fully understand that 
abortion is violence against children, 
that it is a horrible dismemberment or 
perhaps poisoning, one of the other 
methods frequently employed. It is an 
execution of children before birth. 
Americans want it stopped. The polls 
clearly show that. 

A recent survey by the Center for Re-
productive Gender Equality, which is 
run by Faye Wattleton, the former 
president of Planned Parenthood, found 
that 70 percent of women want more 
restrictions on abortion; just women, 
that was their only universe, their only 
population polled, 70 percent want 
more restrictions. 

A recent CNN-Gallup poll found that 
a majority of Americans want most 
abortions made illegal. That is not 
what we are dealing with today, but a 
majority of Americans want to protect 
the lives of unborn children from this 
violence, dismemberment, poisoning, 
and partial birth abortion. 

In 1998 in the New York Times a sur-
vey was issued on point on what we are 
talking about today, parental consent. 
This would apply, of course, and pro-
vide integrity for the laws of States on 
both parental notification and parental 
consent, but on parental consent, the 
stronger of the two, it found that a 
whopping 78 percent of Americans want 
parental consent laws in their States. 

I think Americans adopt a reasonable 
standard when they say and when they 
report back with this. They understand 

that this legislation is very, very rea-
sonable. Secretly transporting teen-
agers across State lines to procure 
abortions in a State with no parental 
notification or consent compounds the 
violence of abortion by exploiting the 
vulnerable minor. 

Mr. Speaker, when the partial birth 
abortion ban was debated in the last 
few years, many pro-abortion organiza-
tions said there were ‘‘fewer than 500 
partial birth abortions per year in the 
entire country.’’ We now know that 
was an outright lie. It was repeated on 
this floor by one speaker after another. 
We know it is a lie now. 

That statement, like other state-
ments, was proven to be false, and in-
terestingly, it was a New Jersey news-
paper, the Bergen Record, which has a 
very strong editorial slant in favor of 
abortion, that broke the story that one 
clinic, Metropolitan Medical Associ-
ates in Engelwood, did about 1,500 par-
tial birth abortions every year. That is 
three times the number in the entire 
country in this one clinic. 

Now we also know that Metropolitan 
Medical Associates and other abortion 
mills in New Jersey advertise and mar-
ket their business in Pennsylvania and 
elsewhere, and use the fact that until 
just a couple of days ago, and that has 
changed, thankfully, we just got a pa-
rental notification law in New Jersey, 
but for many years they used the fact 
that we did not have such a thing to 
say, look, young teenagers, come 
across the State line and get your se-
cret abortion. 

If Members look at this ad, abortions 
up to 24 weeks on demand, these are 
not rape abortions, these are on de-
mand, because the baby is construed to 
be unwanted. These ads are telling 
young teens, we can end your baby’s 
life and your parents need never know. 
It is a secret abortion. 

What happens when the complica-
tions set in, Mr. Speaker? There is a 
group called Mothers Against Minors’ 
Abortions. It is not unlike MADD, 
Mothers Against Drunk Driving, a 
group of women who have come to-
gether to say, enough is enough. We 
need to protect our daughters from 
those who would exploit, this so-called 
trusted adult who can exploit their 
young daughter. 

A woman by the name of Eileen Rob-
erts who testified, and perhaps mem-
bers of the committee might remember 
her testimony, pointed out that, and 
this is her quote, ‘‘Wondering why my 
daughter had become depressed, over 
the next 2 weeks my husband and I 
thought perhaps her boyfriend had in-
troduced her to drugs, so we searched 
for answers.’’ She goes on to say, 
‘‘Words cannot adequately commu-
nicate the Orwellian nightmare of dis-
covering that your child has undergone 
an abortion.’’ 

She said her daughter was depressed, 
and there were all kinds of con-
sequences. Interestingly enough, as she 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:13 Oct 04, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00020 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H30JN9.000 H30JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 14737June 30, 1999
points out in her testimony, when she 
went to get reparative surgery because 
of what happened in this legal abor-
tion, but there were complications, she 
had to sign on the bottom line and give 
her permission. But when the baby was 
destroyed and when this intrusive sur-
gery was done, she did not have to give 
either her consent and she was not no-
tified. 

She asked no more secret abortions 
in her testimony. This legislation 
again does not impose, although per-
haps it should, but it does not, a na-
tionwide or Federal parental notifica-
tion or consent. It just preserves the 
integrity of those State laws that say 
we want to protect our children from 
the exploitation of those who would do 
them harm. Please vote in favor of this 
legislation. Again I want to thank the 
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) for her courageous leader-
ship in offering this bill today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I am delighted to yield 2 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman 
from New York (Mr. WEINER), a mem-
ber of the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding time to 
me. 

A 15-year-old pregnant girl, perhaps 
with no parents to care for her, perhaps 
even worse, parents that harm her, 
what crime has she committed? Why do 
we seek to punish her more by making 
a criminal out of someone that would 
try to help that girl? She is already a 
victim, and this bill would victimize 
her a second time. 

I understand the passion of my col-
leagues, and the previous speaker in 
particular, in their opposition to abor-
tion. But what purpose do we serve by 
forcing an exquisitely lonely young girl 
to go it alone? What is the political 
gain that my colleagues see in forcing 
her into an unsafe abortion? What 
crime has she committed that is so 
egregious that she would then be forced 
to turn away or not turn to someone 
that might help her? 

As we posture about our love and re-
spect for America’s parents, I would 
hope in our zeal we are tempered a lit-
tle bit by love and understanding for 
the young victims that we also rep-
resent.
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I do not ask my colleagues, any of 
my colleagues, who oppose a woman’s 
right to choose to abandon their prin-
ciples. But I do wish that supporters of 
this measure would not use the plight 
of the most helpless to make their 
points. 

I dare say that no one who speaks 
today and perhaps no one in this Cham-
ber wants there to be even a single 
abortion. But this bill, all it does is 
make sure that someone who is in that 
unfortunate position is forced to be in 
that position all alone. 

Some who have spoken here today 
have said, oh, this is an issue of fed-
eralism; this is an issue of due process; 
this is an issue of respect for local 
courts. But someone in a position faced 
with these excruciating choices, is it 
not also an issue of compassion? 
Should we not also remember that? 

Why do my colleagues insist on 
mocking the idea that perhaps a grand-
mother is a person who can show great 
love for that victim? Why do we scoff 
at the notion that all families are not 
like those we are blessed to come from? 
Why do we celebrate our churches, our 
synagogues, and our mosques, yet we 
would make criminals out of a pastor 
who would help a young victim? 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
measure. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. HALL). 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in strong support of H.R. 
1218. I have listened to this type of tes-
timony for a long, long time. I rise 
without any ill will toward those who 
differ with me. 

I have heard testimony on abortion 
for the last 50 years. I started my pub-
lic service in 1951. I have listened to fa-
thers, and I have listened to mothers. I 
have listened to girls in trouble, to pas-
tors. I have listened to medical testi-
mony. 

I am not among those who want to 
push anybody off on a sidewalk or fire 
on anyone who is trying to enter into 
an abortion clinic. I hope I am not a 
part of the far right or the far left. I 
believe I am a part of what they might 
call the far middle, because the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) 
testified from the record that 78 per-
cent of the people want parental rights. 
I have listened to all that testimony. 

I voted many, many times. While I 
have compassion for those who differ 
with me, I come down on the side of 
life. I can come down on no other side. 
By voting in favor of this bill, I think 
I am not just voting to protect young 
women. I think I am voting in support 
of States’ rights, and I am voting in 
support of parental rights. 

All of us want the best for our chil-
dren. We want to help them make very 
difficult decisions. We want to be there 
to support them through this process. 
This bill allows parents to be a part of 
that very trying time physically and 
emotionally by enforcing State laws 
which require parental involvement in 
a decision bearing serious con-
sequences for our daughters. 

In a time when our children cannot 
even, as has been testified to here time 
and time again, so much as even re-
ceive an asprin at school without pa-
rental permission, it certainly seems 
illogical to allow our minor daughters 
to travel across State lines to have an 
illegal abortion. 

This bill gives us the chance to tell 
our daughters that we care about their 

health and well-being and we want to 
prevent other adults from taking our 
place. 

I thank the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for her leader-
ship, and I am pleased to vote in sup-
port of States, of our parents, and of 
our children. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I am delighted to yield 21⁄2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. MALONEY), a long-time ad-
vocate for protecting children. 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman 
from Texas for yielding me this time 
and for her leadership on the Children’s 
Caucus and so many other important 
issues. 

This bill sounds like a good idea. In 
an ideal world, parents would always 
be the first person that teenagers 
would go to with their problems. But, 
unfortunately, we do not live in an 
ideal world. Some parents abuse their 
kids. Some parents kick them out of 
the house. Some parents are not capa-
ble of taking care of their own chil-
dren. 

This bill is not about protecting 
young women. It is about antichoice 
politics. I would like to put this vote in 
perspective. This is the 121st vote 
against a woman’s right to choose 
since the beginning of the Republican-
led 104th Congress. I have documented 
each and every one of those antichoice 
votes in a Choice Report which is avail-
able on my web site. 

The Republican-led Congress has 
acted again and again to eliminate the 
right to choose, procedure by proce-
dure, restriction by restriction. Today 
we are debating a bill to criminalize 
the act of taking a minor across State 
lines for an abortion without parental 
consent if the State in which the per-
son resides requires it. 

As the mother of two daughters, I 
know that this is not a simple issue. Of 
course, I would hope that my daughters 
would include me in making such an 
important decision. Unfortunately, 
many young women do not live in nor-
mal families. They are in severely dys-
functional families. 

I would hope that any young woman 
who refuses or cannot involve her par-
ents would have another trusted adult 
from whom to seek guidance and sup-
port. However, this bill would make 
criminals out of such adults. It would 
make criminals out of loving grand-
parents, siblings, counselors, friends, 
aunts and uncles who have nothing but 
the safety and well-being of the young 
woman in mind. 

If a young woman refuses to involve 
her family and the law prohibits her 
from looking to another responsible 
adult for support, then essential paren-
tal support and adult support is 
stripped away from this young person. 

This bill does not protect young 
women from undue influence. On the 
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contrary, it strips them of essential 
support. This bill is not about pro-
tecting our young women. It is driven 
solely by the divisive nature of abor-
tion politics. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
bill and put the safety and well-being 
of America’s young women before the 
political agenda of antichoice legisla-
tors. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposition to 
this bill. 

It sure sounds like a good idea. In an ideal 
world, parents would always be the first per-
son their teenagers would go to with their 
problems. 

Unfortunately, we don’t live in an ideal 
world. 

Unfortunately, some parents abuse their 
kids. 

Unfortunately, some parents kick their kids 
out of the home. 

Unfortunately, some parents are not capable 
of taking care of their kids. 

I’d like to put this vote in perspective. This 
is the 121st vote on choice since the begin-
ning of the 104th Republican Congress. 

I have documented each of these votes in 
a Choice Report, which is available on my 
website: www.house.gov/maloney/
choicereport.htm 

Congress has acted again and again to 
eliminate procedure by procedure, restriction 
by restriction. 

I find it particularly ironic that at the same 
time when some are trying to restrict access 
to contraception for young people through Title 
X—which will prevent unwanted preg-
nancies—they are also restricting access to 
abortion. 

Today we are debating a bill to criminalize 
the act taking a minor across state lines for an 
abortion without parental consent, if the state 
in which the person resides requires it. 

As a mother of two daughters, I know that 
this is not a simple issue. Of course, I would 
hope that my children would include me when 
making such an important decision. 

Unfortunately, many teens live in severely 
dysfunctional families. 

I would hope that any young women who 
refuses to involve her parents would have an-
other trusted adult from which to seek guid-
ance and support. 

However, this bill will make criminals of 
those loving grandparents, siblings, counselors 
and friends who have nothing but the safety 
and well-being of the young woman in mind. 

It sends the message to young women that 
an abortion is something they must go through 
alone. 

This is a dangerous bill, and should perhaps 
be called the Teen Endangerment Act. 

It will succeed only in making it more dif-
ficult for a young woman to get a safe, legal 
abortion. If she refuses to involve her family 
and the law prohibits her from looking to an-
other responsible adult for help, then essential 
support is not there. 

This is also an unnecessary bill. For those 
who worry about young women being forced 
or coerced by an adult into having an abortion 
against their will, let me remind them that we 
already have laws, such as informed consent 
laws or prohibitions against kidnaping and 
statutory rape, which protect against this. 

This bill doesn’t protect young women from 
undue influence. On the contrary, it strips 
them of essential support. 

This bill is not about protecting our young 
women. It is driven solely by the divisive na-
ture of abortion politics. I urge you to oppose 
this bill and put the safety and well-being of 
America’s young women before the political 
agenda of anti-choice legislators. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 
Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Utah (Mr. COOK). 

Mr. COOK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in strong support of H.R. 1218, the Child 
Custody Protection Act. I would like to 
add my voice of thanks to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) for her excellent leadership 
on the issue and to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. CANADY) for his strong 
work on the subcommittee and for 
yielding me this time. 

Involving parents in a child’s life is 
crucial in the healthy development of a 
child. Sometimes, however, a decision 
comes up in a child’s life that seems 
too large for that child to handle. 
Sometimes it seems like no one, not 
even parents, would be a good person to 
help with their decision. Whether it is 
a problem at school, with friends or 
even the complicated decisions sur-
rounding an abortion, children, I ac-
knowledge, sometimes feel that rel-
atives, even parents, cannot be relied 
upon. 

But the fact is the parents are often, 
if not always, the best place to turn for 
a child in times of crisis. Parents lov-
ing and nurturing is complemented by 
their wisdom and their experience. 
This bill simply ensures that State 
laws requiring parental involvement 
will continue and that no one will be 
able to short-circuit or circumvent the 
productive and healthy system of com-
munication that these laws lay out be-
tween the parent and their child. 

Because of what this bill represents 
and protects at its core, a strong fam-
ily bond, I am proud to stand up here 
today and show my support for the 
Child Custody Protection Act. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill on its merits, and I again thank 
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN) for introducing this bill 
and showing America how important 
the family bond really must be. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I am delighted to yield 2 min-
utes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. WU). 

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman from Texas for yielding 
me this time. 

Most teenagers do involve their par-
ents when making major life decisions 
like the one we debate today. However, 
in situations where the young woman 
cannot share her decision with a par-
ent, she should not be isolated from 
other sources of counsel and support. 
Whether it is a grandparent, clergy 

member, or some other trusted adult, 
young women are better served by 
talking through the decision and hav-
ing someone to lean on rather than 
being all alone. 

While most young women do involve 
a parent in their decision, not every 
young woman has that choice. Whether 
a parent is absent or abusive or worse, 
we know that not every family is a 
model family. 

This law would endanger some young 
women who have the misfortune of dif-
ficult family circumstance. This law 
would make criminals out of people 
whose only crime is to help a young 
person in distress. H.R. 1218 isolates 
young women, puts them at risk, and 
restricts access to reproductive choice. 

Let us stop building walls and bar-
riers around our children and let us 
start having a real discussion about 
how we can best nurture them, educate 
them, and raise them to be responsible 
and productive citizens. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I inquire once again of the Chair 
concerning the amount of time remain-
ing on each side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURR of North Carolina). The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY) has 
81⁄2 minutes remaining. The gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) 
has 5 minutes remaining. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. BARCIA). 

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida for yield-
ing me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
1218, the Child Custody Protection Act. 

I would like to thank the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) for her tireless efforts to 
bring this important legislative effort 
to the floor for consideration. 

In light of all that has happened over 
the past few months, our Nation has 
had a growing concern about the moral 
fabric of our society. We have felt an 
increasing need to do everything that 
we can to protect our children, as they 
are our most precious resource. We 
must provide them with a safe environ-
ment so that they may thrive as they 
move into adulthood. 

One of life’s harsh realities is that 
some young women become pregnant 
at too early an age. H.R. 1218 does not 
terminate a person’s right to an abor-
tion but does provide important protec-
tions for young children who become 
pregnant. 

This legislation will make it illegal 
for any person to transport a minor 
across State lines to obtain an abor-
tion without first consulting a parent 
or a judge. It will make it a Federal 
crime if an individual knowingly cir-
cumvents the laws of their State to 
seek an abortion for any mother under 
the age of 17. 

It is most often an older male who 
preys on a young girl, impregnates her, 
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and then takes her illegally across 
State lines to have an abortion without 
the knowledge and consent of the par-
ents. We should all find this manipula-
tive behavior disgusting and disheart-
ening. 

Not only is this a crime for an older 
male to be sexually active with a 
young girl, but it can be dangerous for 
that child to receive an abortion. Only 
a parent knows that child’s health his-
tory, including allergies to medication. 
A parent should be informed, and the 
older male should be prosecuted. 

Laws in an increasing number of 
States, now numbering more than 20, 
including my home State of Michigan, 
require parental notification or con-
sent by at least one parent or author-
ization by a judge before an abortion 
can be performed. 

This legislation will not mandate pa-
rental consent in the States which do 
not currently have parental consent 
laws but will protect those in States 
which do require parental consent. 

Many of my colleagues are concerned 
that this bill will prohibit young girls 
from confiding in a close family mem-
ber or a friend if they feel they cannot 
talk to their parents. This is abso-
lutely wrong. There is a provision in 
the legislature which will allow a judge 
to relieve the parental notification re-
quirement in certain circumstances. I 
urge my colleagues to vote in favor of 
H.R. 1218. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, it is my pleasure to yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY).

b 1300 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in opposition to H.R. 121, the Child 
Custody Protection Act. Let me tell 
my colleagues a story about a func-
tional family, in many ways a picture-
perfect family. 

A few years ago, I had lunch with 
Karen and Bill Bell, who had a 17-year-
old daughter named Becky, and a son 
that lived in a suburb. They had a won-
derful life, they were a close family, 
and they supported, Bill and Karen did, 
parental notification requirements. 
That is until Becky lay dying in the 
hospital. 

As Karen sat next to her, holding her 
hand, she said, ‘‘Becky, tell mommy 
what happened.’’ Well, what happened 
to Becky is that she had an illegal 
abortion in a State that required pa-
rental notification, and she did not 
want to disappoint her loving parents. 

Bill and Karen took a year out of 
their lives and went State to State to 
try to oppose parental notification 
laws. Not because they do not want 
close families but because they do not 
want young women like Becky, beau-
tiful young women with their full lives 
ahead of them, to die. 

And so I submit to my colleagues, 
who in all good faith support this legis-

lation, that the consequences of this 
law will be that young women will die. 
It will be women from dysfunctional 
families and women from middle class 
and functional families alike, young 
women who have their entire lives 
ahead of them, and I would suggest 
that this should be soundly defeated. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN). 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank my colleague for yielding 
me this time and I wish to add my 
voice of congratulations to the others 
for the good work of the gentlewoman 
from Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN). 

Mr. Speaker, there are lots of reasons 
to support this legislation. Let me 
focus on just two. Number one, it rein-
forces existing State laws; number two, 
it helps parents play a more active role 
in their children’s lives. 

More than 20 States have laws requir-
ing the consent of one parent before a 
minor can have an abortion. Nonethe-
less, too many organizations and too 
many businesses seek to avoid those 
laws. Now, each speaker today has been 
talking about his or her own experi-
ence back in their home State. Every 
one of those speakers should support 
this bill because this bill reinforces the 
laws back in their home State. 

Let us also be very clear about some-
thing. This bill does not punish a 
grandparent or an aunt if a pregnant 
child turns to them for counseling or 
support. It does, it does, when that 
adult seeks to evade the existing law of 
their home State. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, we all understand 
how great the need is for the other goal 
of this bill, helping parents to be more 
actively involved in their children’s 
lives. This bill does so by reinforcing 
State requirements of parental con-
sent. And I know my colleagues have 
heard it before, but it is worth repeat-
ing. Under current law it is easier for a 
child to get an abortion than it is for 
that child to get an aspirin. 

Today, children need a parental con-
sent waiver to attend a field trip, to 
join the basketball team or to get an 
aspirin. For goodness sakes, why 
should a child not be required to re-
ceive parental consent before they un-
dergo major surgery for abortion? 

Once again I want to congratulate 
and thank the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida for her work. We need to allow par-
ents to have this opportunity to parent 
their children. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
WATT), the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on the Constitution of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, we have heard a lot of debate 
about the merits or lack of merits of 
abortions. I want to turn the attention 
of the Members to another issue, and 

that is the legal issue that resulted in 
this matter coming to the Committee 
on the Judiciary, not the policy issue 
of abortion versus nonabortion. We 
deal with legal issues in the Committee 
on the Judiciary, and I would submit 
to this body that this is an unprece-
dented legal maneuver that is taking 
place here. 

There are a number of States that 
allow lotteries, but we do not prosecute 
somebody who goes from a State that 
does not allow a lottery to a State that 
does allow a lottery for doing that. 
There are a number of States that 
allow gambling. We do not prosecute a 
person that goes from one State that 
does not allow gambling to a State 
that allows gambling to engage in that 
legal activity in that particular State. 
This proposal would prosecute some-
body for going to a State to engage in 
conduct that is legal in that State. 

So I do not think we need to be mis-
led about this protection of States’ 
rights. The States’ rights that the pro-
ponents of this legislation are pro-
tecting are the rights of the States who 
have parental consent laws, not the 
rights of the States who do not have 
parental consent laws. We ought to be 
free to exercise the legal rights in the 
State in which those rights are avail-
able. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO). 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, the 
opponents of this bill, I have heard 
often during the debate on this par-
ticular piece of legislation, refer to the 
procedure that we call abortion as 
being both safe and legal. I have heard 
this now two or three times. It is in-
deed legal, but it is anything but safe, 
for inevitably in this procedure one 
person ends up dead and another often-
times wounded emotionally and/or 
physically harmed. It is anything but a 
safe procedure. 

It is for that reason that I rise in sup-
port of the Child Custody and Protec-
tion Act and in support of the rights of 
parents across this country. Because 
these decisions that a girl will make in 
this regard will live with her for the 
rest of her life and they are the ones 
with which parents should be involved. 

Just 2 weeks ago, we stood in this 
chamber talking about the importance 
of family and the need for parents to 
play a greater role in the lives of their 
children. A vote for this bill today is a 
step in that direction. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I would remind my colleagues what 
we are talking about are young girls, 
young girls in trouble, young girls who 
are unmarried, young girls who invari-
ably, according to the statistics, have 
been impregnated by older men ex-
ploiting them. We are talking about 
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situations that are not common. It is 
common for parents to be responsible, 
to be nurturing, not to be punitive, but 
that is not always the case. 

I do not think we should be legis-
lating morals when we do not know the 
individual circumstances that may 
apply. I think we should leave this to 
the States. We should not have legisla-
tion that is as punitive as this. I think 
it is regressive, and I would hope we 
would vote against it.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Wyoming (Mrs. CUBIN). 

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this minute to talk about 
two things that are very near and dear 
to my heart, child protection and pa-
rental rights. As a mother of two sons, 
I think I know a lot about both of 
those things. 

This bill and those issues come to-
gether on the floor of the United States 
House today in the form of the Child 
Custody Protection Act. 

I think it is a frightening reality 
that thousands of adults of every year 
take minor girls across State lines for 
the purpose of getting an abortion, in 
secret, behind the backs of their par-
ents, in direct violation of parental in-
volvement laws of a minor girl’s home 
State. 

Eighty-five percent of Americans 
agree it is wrong to take a minor 
across State lines for an abortion with-
out their parents’ knowledge. No one, 
not friends, not relatives, not a coun-
selor at a clinic should be allowed to 
take our children across State lines for 
an abortion. 

Let us support laws that bring fami-
lies together, not tear them apart. We 
must do what the American people 
want and what is best for our children, 
and that is pass the Child Custody and 
Protection Act.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to clear up any 
misconceptions. This bill is not about 
partial birth abortions, this bill is not 
about advertising of unscrupulous 
abortion clinics or anyone else. This 
bill is about endangering the lives of 
teenagers, teenagers who may be suf-
fering from a different kind of family 
life than most of us would like. 

My colleagues on the other side kept 
using the example that we seek paren-
tal consent forms to take aspirin in 
schools. I beg to differ with them. We 
seek consent forms. Grandmothers and 
aunts and those who may have custody 
of the child can do so. And when I say 
custody, I am stretching the word. It 
may not be a legal term. 

This act, perceived to be protecting a 
child, endangers a young woman’s life, 
because it denies her the opportunity 
for a nurturing person to help her 
make a terribly important decision. 

This country’s laws give us the right 
to choose. This endangers the lives of 

young women just because they are 
teenagers. It eliminates the privacy 
right. It throws them into a courtroom 
that is cold and impersonal. And if 
they cannot tell their parents and they 
cannot tell others, how can they go 
into a courtroom and ask for a waiver. 

I would ask, Mr. Speaker, that we not 
politicize this issue; that we think 
about the lives of our children; and 
that we stand for educating young 
women; we stand for stopping the num-
bers of abortions in young women by 
educating them and preparing them for 
adult life; and we stand away from this 
kind of legislation that endangers the 
lives of innocent young women who 
seek only, seek only, to be able to live 
their lives and to not continue the mis-
take that they may have thought that 
they have made and they do that seek-
ing the nurturing and loving and car-
ing attitudes of those who may want to 
help them.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield the balance of my time to 
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN). 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
CANADY) for his leadership on this 
issue. 

Mr. Speaker, my 13-year-old daughter 
had a slight head wound that required 
stitches. My husband and I were in 
D.C., so my parents took Amanda to 
the hospital. But because the injury 
was not life-threatening, the hospital 
refused to give her stitches until Dex-
ter and I gave permission. Yet, incred-
ibly enough, Amanda could be taken to 
another State and undergo an abortion 
without my husband and me knowing 
about it. Would the abortionist know 
what medicines Amanda is allergic to? 
Of course not. Parents know, parents 
can help. 

Mr. Speaker, let us take a moment to 
ponder on the infamous Joyce Farley 
case. Let us remember the way in 
which her underage daughter was 
taken advantage of and raped. Let us 
not forget about the pain and the suf-
fering she endured, the severe com-
plications, the bleeding, the multiple 
hospital visits and the astronomical 
medical bills that her parents were 
forced to pay, all because one stranger, 
the mother of the rapist, who is now a 
litigant in the Pennsylvania Supreme 
Court, thought that she could take the 
life of Joyce Farley’s daughter into her 
own hands. 

Joyce’s 12-year-old was raped then 
later driven to another State by the 
rapist’s mother. She underwent a 
botched abortion and was dropped off 
30 miles from her home. And, of course, 
she had to have another hospital visit 
to correct the damage done by the 
abortionist. 

Cases such as Joyce Farley’s must 
not be repeated. Now more than ever it 

is evident that children need their par-
ents. Society needs to do everything 
within our power to help parents as-
sume responsibility for our children. 
We need to try to secure the right of 
parents to become involved in the lives 
of our children and to help them, not 
to pull families apart. 

The opponents of this legislation 
have sought ways in which to defy this 
child-parent relationship. They have 
tried to place grandparents, brothers, 
sisters on par with the parents. But let 
me ask my colleagues, Mr. Speaker, 
what well-meaning sweet old grand-
mother would not feel the need to let a 
child’s parent know? What well-mean-
ing minister would drive a child to an 
abortion clinic and advise the child to 
keep the pregnancy and the abortion a 
secret from her parent? 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
have expressed support for more paren-
tal involvement. They support a par-
ent’s right to know, and they support 
the Child Custody Protection Act.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of The Child Custody Protec-
tion Act. This bill will help to enforce parental 
involvement laws that are implemented to pro-
tect the physical and emotional health of chil-
dren. 

Parents know their child’s medical history, 
as well as other health factors that a minor 
child might not even know about themselves. 
When parents aren’t involved in major medical 
decisions, such as abortion, risks to the mi-
nor’s health increase dramatically. In fact, in 
it’s H.L. versus Matheson decision (1981), the 
Supreme Court expressed it’s concern that 
abortion can be harmful to minors, ‘‘The med-
ical, emotional, and psychological con-
sequences of an abortion are serious and can 
be lasting; this is particularly so when the pa-
tient is immature.’’

Why in the world would we not want parents 
to be involved in these decisions? Parents 
have to sign permission slips for their kids to 
go on field trips at school, and they have to 
sign a medical slop that allows them to take 
over the counter medication at school. But 
abortion advocates would have you believe 
that parents shouldn’t have to sign off on 
major decisions like abortion. That just doesn’t 
make sense. 

This bill does not in any way require states 
to create new parental consent or notification 
laws, nor does it interfere with existing state 
laws regarding abortions for minors. 

This bill would make it a federal mis-
demeanor to transport a minor across a state 
line for an abortion, if that action circumvents 
state law requiring parental or judicial involve-
ment in that minor child’s abortion decision. 
This legislation ensures the rights of parents, 
protects the health of minors, and enforces 
state law.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
extend my strong support for H.R. 1218, The 
Child Custody Protection Act. As a father of 
seven and a grandfather to 34, the thought of 
a stranger taking one of my grandchildren to 
another state to receive an abortion absolutely 
sickens me. 

The Child Custody Protection Act would 
make it a federal offense for someone who is 
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not the parent or guardian, to knowingly trans-
port a minor across state lines so that she can 
receive an abortion. 

H.R. 1218 is plainly an issue of parental 
knowledge and state laws. It is alarming to 
think that our children are required to receive 
parental consent to take aspirin at school, yet 
a stranger can make critical decisions about 
their health and well-being. 

Mr. Speaker, more than twenty states cur-
rently require parental consent or notification 
as a precondition to receive an abortion. In 
supporting this legislation we are respecting 
state rights, and upholding the family relation-
ship as the center for moral values and guid-
ance. I urge all my colleagues to support this 
bill.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, as a Member 
of the Transportation Committee, I am con-
cerned about the broad impact H.R. 1218 
could have on our citizens’ right to travel safe-
ly. We are considering taking away the right of 
young women to move freely between states 
with family or friends to seek legal medical 
care. 

Now, suppose citizens were locked into the 
laws of their home state as they travel across 
country. This would mean that the speed lim-
its, marriage regulations, restrictions on adop-
tion, and all other controls over behavior 
would in fact follow the citizens. 

This would be absurd. In fact, the premise 
of ‘‘federalism,’’ is our entitlement to travel and 
be subject to the laws of the state we are in. 

The principles of this bill obliterate that right. 
The strict provisions—with no exceptions for 
travel with family or clergy—discourage free 
interstate travel and subject young women to 
perilous travel alone. This violates our federal 
system, is unconstititional, and frankly, unac-
ceptable. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote.
Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 

opposition to H.R. 1218. There is nothing 
more important in parent-child relationships 
than for parents to be involved in the 
healthcare decisions of their children. 

The basic parental right and responsibility is 
perhaps most critical in the case of preg-
nancies of young woman. 

In most American homes, no one cares 
more about the welfare, health, and safety of 
a child than her parents. 

Although a young woman may be frightened 
or feel or ashamed to share with her parents, 
parents are usually best able to provide sup-
port for these most personal decisions. 

Unfortunately, not all young women are able 
to confide in their parents should they become 
pregnant. A victim of family violence or incest 
is often not in a position to share her preg-
nancy with her parents for fear of further 
abuse. 

This bill, although laudable for its intention 
to encourage communication between parents 
and children, does not provide alternatives for 
a young woman who is unable, for fear of 
physical or emotional abuse, to involve her 
parents in her decision. 

In addition, the bill would criminalize the ac-
tions of close family members who might seek 
to assist a young woman who is struggling 
with this monumental decision. For troubled 
American households, grandparents, es-
tranged parents, aunts, uncles, or siblings 
often serve in the parental role. 

The bill unfortunately does not make provi-
sions for such circumstances. In fact, it may 
put these young women in a more dangerous 
situation should they feel compelled to turn to 
illicit providers of abortion services or travel 
alone. 

Mr. Speaker, I agree with the need for more 
parental involvement in their children’s lives, 
but for these reasons, I must vote ‘‘no’’ on 
H.R. 1218.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, today I would 
like to give my support to the Child Custody 
Protection Act and I commend Representative 
ROS-LEHTINEN for working so diligently to pro-
tect children and the rights of their parents. 

Today we live in a nation bitterly divided 
over the debate of abortion. As horrifying as 
abortion is, this bill really deals with another 
issue, that of States rights. Two weeks ago, 
you joined me to pass the Ten Commandants 
Defense Act, another piece of legislation se-
curing the rights of States to establish their 
own laws. Both of these pieces of legislation 
protect the Tenth Amendment of States rights. 

Representative ROS-LEHTINEN’s act argues 
that citizens and businesses of one state 
should respect the laws of another state. If the 
people of Alabama have voted for the rights of 
the parents to know if their children want an 
abortion, this is the law within the borders of 
Alabama. No one, not even a well-meaning 
friend, has the right to break this law by taking 
a child away from their home and into another 
state for what could be the most terrifying and 
traumatic experience of their life. 

Abortion clinics are enticing people to break 
the law by advertising in the phone books of 
neighboring states with parental notification 
laws. We are constantly hearing of the to-
bacco industry being sued for illegally tar-
geting minors in advertising. Using the same 
logic, these abortion clinics may be setting 
themselves up for a few lawsuits. 

We convict and sentence adults for engag-
ing in sexual relations with a minor, yet we 
don’t even slap the hand of an adult who aids 
a minor in destroying their unborn child. Unfor-
tunately, right now, without this law in place, a 
statutory rapist can conceal the evidence of 
his crime by taking his young victim across 
state lines to abort the child he fathered. 

As a parent and a defender of the Constitu-
tion, I am calling on you, my fellow lawmakers, 
to respect the autonomous powers of States 
to allow parents to parent.

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of the Child Custody Protection Act. 
This legislation will make it a federal mis-
demeanor for a person to transport a minor 
across state lines in order to circumvent state 
law so that the minor may obtain an abortion. 

In North Carolina—Parental consent is re-
quired. A Physician cannot perform an abor-
tion on a minor unless they have the consent 
of a parent or legal guardian. The Child Cus-
tody Protection Act is designed to give parents 
input in one of the most serious and lasting 
decision a child could make. While North 
Carolina parents are guaranteed a voice in our 
state, there is still an enormous federal loop-
hole in this effort. The fact that someone else 
could transport that same young woman to an-
other state with more lenient parental laws 
completely undermines this common sense 
measure. 

I hope that we will work for policies that 
keep young women from having to make this 
type of decision in the first place. Abortion 
should not be a decision that a school aged 
girl has to make. The pressures in our society 
are so great on young women to have sexual 
relations before marriage. We need to go one 
step further in our schools and communities 
by teaching abstinence until marriage as the 
correct and healthy method of sex education. 
This would be a life saver for our children—
keeping them from ever having to make the 
decision of whether or not to have an abortion. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. Speak-
er, for the record I strenuously object to H.R. 
1218, the Child Custody Protection Act. This 
bill would make it illegal for a trusted adult 
who is not a parent to bring a minor to another 
state for an abortion. 

Although I think young women should be 
encouraged to seek their parents’ guidance 
when facing difficult choices regarding abor-
tion and other reproductive health issues, it is 
not appropriate or possible for the government 
to legislate family involvement in this important 
and highly personal decision. 

Many minors do not seek advice from their 
parents because they have experienced vio-
lence in their family or fear violence if they tell 
a parent of their abortion. H.R. 1218 presumes 
incorrectly that most young women are part of 
a loving, supportive and healthy home, but in 
reality it will force many young women to face 
this situation in isolation rather than trusting a 
close adult, such as a grandparent, clergy 
member or sibling. 

It is my fear that this measure will force 
young women to seek illegal dangerous med-
ical treatment rather than tell their parents of 
their pregnancy. As a result, this would com-
pletely undermine a woman’s right to choose 
guaranteed by Roe v. Wade. 

In fact, I can argue that this legislation is ir-
responsible because it does nothing to ad-
dress the need for education. It is critical that 
we emphasize the importance of educating 
our youth about family planning in order to re-
duce the number of abortions in this country. 

Finally we must remember that most young 
women go to their parents for guidance, but 
we have an obligation to protect young women 
who cannot turn to a supportive parent by vot-
ing against H.R. 1218. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
opposition to the Child Custody Protection Act. 
I believe this legislation takes the wrong ap-
proach to the problem of teen pregnancy and 
could turn a young woman’s fear into despera-
tion. 

Minors should consult their parents before 
seeking an abortion, and more than 75 per-
cent of young women already involve one or 
both parents in their decision, but some teens 
fear family violence if they talk to their parents; 
other teens are deeply afraid of disappointing 
their parents. This bill does not address the 
reality of dysfunctional families in which so 
many children exist. 

Instead of increasing parental involvement, 
this bill could harm young women by further 
isolating them at a time when they are already 
facing the crisis of an unwanted pregnancy, 
leading them to turn to illegal or unsafe abor-
tions or to travel alone to other states. As 
drafted, even a step-parent, aunt, or grand-
mother could not accompany a minor unless 
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the parent had been notified or had con-
sented, depending on the state law. The Su-
preme Court has decided that the Constitu-
tional right to privacy includes a minor’s right 
to terminate a pregnancy. Although states are 
given the option of enacting their own laws on 
this issue, H.R. 1218 would federalize a proc-
ess that many states have chosen not to 
enact. 

The Child Custody Protection Act intends to 
make it a federal crime to assist a minor by 
crossing state lines to obtain a legal abortion. 
The desire to maintain secrecy has been one 
of the leading reasons for illegal abortion 
deaths. Building roadblocks for a pregnant 
teenager can cause her to feel more alone 
and alienated in a fearful situation. I urge my 
colleagues to oppose this legislation.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of H.R. 1218, the ‘‘Child Custody Protection 
Act’’ which would make it a federal offense to 
transport a minor across a state line for an 
abortion if this action circumvents a state law 
requiring parental involvement in that minor’s 
abortion or circumvents a requirement of a ju-
dicial waiver. This legislaiton does not manate 
parental involvement but requires obedience 
to state law. This bill deals with the narrow but 
important question of the interstate transpor-
tation of minors to circumvent existing state 
laws which places pregnant girls at risk and 
ignores parental rights. 

In a widely publicized 1995 case, a 12-year-
old Pennsylvania girl became pregnant after 
involvement with an 18-year-old man. Penn-
sylvania law requires parental consent or judi-
cial bypass for an abortion to be performed on 
a minor. However, the man’s mother took the 
pregnant girl for an abortion in New York, 
which has no parental involvement law. The 
girl’s mother did not even know that she was 
pregnant. When Pennsylvania authorities pros-
ecuted the woman for interfering with the cus-
tody of a child, she was defended by a pro 
abortion group which argued that the woman’s 
action were like those of ‘‘thousands of adults 
who each year aid young women in exercising 
their constitutional right to an abortion’’. The 
fact is that many abortion advocates advertise 
and refer young girls to neighboring states to 
avoid these laws. This reality is not in the best 
interests of these children. 

Exceptions already exist when the pregnant 
girl’s health is genuinely at risk and judicial by-
pass procedures exist for situations where 
abusive parents or guardians are involved. 
The fact is that for the vast majority of cases 
it is the parents or legal guardians—not the 
boyfriends, strangers, or meddling in-laws—
who are generally best able to weigh the risks 
of various courses of action in the light of their 
often unique knowledge of the girl’s medical 
history, psychological makeup, and other cru-
cial factors. 

Schools require parental involvement for 
field trips, medications, early school release, 
and academic decisions such as sexual edu-
cation classes, yet with reckless disregard for 
state laws, a stranger can legally transport a 
minor across state lines and have her undergo 
a potentially life-threatening procedure. 

Parental notification laws were signed into 
law this month in both Florida and Texas. 
Twenty other states already have these laws 
on the books. The Child Custody Protection 

Act is supported by a vast majority of Ameri-
cans since it works to strengthen the rights of 
parents to raise their children as they see fit 
by enforcing state laws which require parental 
involvement in a decision bearing serious 
medical and emotional consequences to their 
daughters. The legislation passed the House 
with a vote of 276–150 last year. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of this critical 
legislation and request that the President sign 
it into law. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I don’t think there 
is a member in this House who is against sup-
porting and reinforcing family values. We all 
know that the family is under assault in this 
country. Efforts to counter this assault and fos-
ter good public policy, have occurred in 34 
states that currently have laws requiring con-
sent or notification of at least one parent or 
court authorization before a child can obtain 
an abortion. These states have expressed 
their public policy that when a child is going to 
have an abortion, the parents of the child, the 
mother who bore her, the father who supports 
the family unit, know about it, know that their 
daughter is going to be treated by an abor-
tionist who is going to perform a very serious 
surgical procedure with potentially serious 
consequences. 

These states have decided by passing 
these laws that parents are entitled to be part 
of that decision. This bill reinforces those state 
laws. It is good legislation, designed to sup-
port the family and prevent the evasion of 
state laws that require parental consent before 
a child can have an abortion. 

I can think of nothing more destructive to 
the family unit than back door efforts to evade 
the inclusion of a parent in a child’s decision 
to have an abortion. Some have said grand-
parents, siblings or others should have the 
right to take a minor child for an abortion with-
out parent’s knowledge. This would create a 
situation where the grandparents are pulling in 
one direction and the parents, who have the 
primary responsibility for the child’s well-being 
and her unborn child, are pulling in another. I 
say, leave it to the parents. Yes, you can have 
parents who are intolerant, absent, abusive, or 
involved with drugs, but the law recognizes 
these situations and provides for a judicial by- 
pass of a parental consent requirement. This 
bill recognizes the humanity of the unborn and 
reinforces the structure of the family. I urge 
my colleagues to vote in favor of H.R. 1218, 
the ‘‘Child Custody Protection Act of 1999.’’ 

b 1315 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

BURR of North Carolina). All time for 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 233, 
the bill is considered as having been 
read for amendment and the previous 
question is ordered. 

The question is on engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MS. 
JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentlewoman opposed to the bill? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Yes, I 
am, Mr. Speaker, in its present form. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas moves to recom-

mit the bill H.R. 1218 to the Committee on 
the Judiciary with instructions to report the 
same back to the House forthwith with the 
following amendment: 

Page 4, after line 11 insert the following: 
‘‘(3) The prohibitions of this section do not 

apply with respect to conduct by an adult 
sibling or grandparent, or by a minister, 
rabbi, pastor, priest, or other religious leader 
of the minor. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (during 
the reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the motion be con-
sidered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-
LEE) is recognized for 5 minutes in sup-
port of her motion to recommit. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I come to this floor with a 
very heavy heart, because I had hoped 
that in deliberations on dealing with 
something as, if you will, sacred and 
challenging as the very private and ter-
rible decision of having to decide 
whether to terminate a pregnancy 
could be done in a bipartisan manner. 

I indicated earlier in my remarks, we 
are not debating partial-birth abortion; 
we are not talking about advertising 
that may be too solicitous and too 
open; we are really talking about a life 
that, unfortunately in America, may 
be somewhat different than we would 
like. 

I loved to watch the T.V. Show Ozzie 
and Harriet, and I really enjoyed the 
fact that children lived in two-parent 
families in a loving and nurturing envi-
ronment. I enjoyed those television 
programs. But, Mr. Speaker, that is 
just not today’s reality. 

We live in a different time. We come 
from mixed and different cultures. So 
many Americans have had to grow up 
without parents or without the tradi-
tional family structure. This is a day, 
Mr. Speaker, when many young people 
have to live with their grandparents. I 
represent communities who have ex-
tended families and who have to reach 
out to take care of someone who may 
have been abandoned. 

Poverty strikes in this Nation, and 
sometimes parents go off because they 
are frustrated and cannot take care of 
their family. This overemphasis on par-
ents, Mr. Speaker, is unfair. The mo-
tion to recommit responds to the dire 
circumstances of young people who do 
not have parents who are there to nur-
ture and care for them. 

We offered this amendment in com-
mittee. We offered it in the Committee 
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on Rules, and we were denied. So that 
means that a young woman who has 
been raped, who has been involved in 
incest or child abuse through the fam-
ily situation cannot seek to have their 
grandparent, their grandmother, their 
adult siblings, their aunts, their reli-
gious advisors like ministers and rab-
bis to provide them the guidance that 
would help them to make the right de-
cision. These loving people under this 
bill will now be put in jail if they at-
tempt to help and counsel this young 
female teen-ager who has nowhere else 
to go. 

I am confused as to why my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
keep talking about States’ rights and 
then we want to alter States’ rights by 
federalizing this particular activity. 
States already have these provisions 
and yet now we want to take away the 
rights of those who are in States who 
do not have them. This bill endangers 
the lives of teens who may have to 
make the worse decision in their life. 

Let me share with my colleagues the 
story of Keishawn, 11 years old, and her 
Aunt Vicky. Keishawn, 11 years old, 
was raped by her father. Mr. Speaker, 
is that the parent that Keishawn 
should have gone and gotten consent 
from? Therefore she sought help from 
her aunt, her aunt under this bill would 
be jailed under this legislation. 

And what about Becky Bell, who was 
dating her older brother’s boyfriend, 
who had loving parents, who was in a 
State with parental consent, who was 
frightened to go to the courts and ask 
for a judicial bypass or waiver and 
went to a back-room abortionist, where 
her young life was snuffed out because 
of the inadequate medical care. And, 
yes, she died due to a terrible infection 
of which the medical examiner con-
firmed that she died due to a botched 
abortion. 

Mr. Speaker, this is something that 
we should be able to resolve. We should 
leave it to the States. But, most impor-
tantly, Mr. Speaker, if we are going to 
put this bill on the floor, how can we 
deny grandparents the right to counsel 
these young teens, where no viable par-
ent is involved. 

We are not asking for grandparents 
to intrude into the relationship of lov-
ing families who can talk and generate 
the decisions that need to be made 
within the privacy of their home. But, 
Mr. Speaker, are we here so blinded by 
the fact that we do not realize what 
kind of world we live in, that we are 
living in a world with broken homes? 
Are we to indict those families who are 
doing the best they can to raise their 
children by grandparents or aunts—are 
they now to go to jail? Are our min-
ister and rabbis to go to jail too? 

I just heard on this floor yesterday 
how important it is to turn our eyes to-
ward our heavenly Father. But yet we 
want to deny religious leaders the 
right to give counsel to these suffering 
teens. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask that my 
colleagues support a motion to recom-
mit that recognizes the world in which 
we live has changed and we all don’t 
come from two-parent families. We live 
in a Nation that has a diverse popu-
lation that finds many different family 
structures to guide a teen-ager. Al-
though we should encourage families to 
stay together we must also accept the 
fact that young girls can be raped, 
there is incest, there is child abuse. 
Sometimes families are not the kind of 
families that we would like. 

I understand the reality of Keishawn 
and Becky Bell. Becky Bell is now 
dead. She is dead because we forced 
upon her the laws of parental consent, 
and we denied her the right to counsel 
with other family members to help her 
in her terrible time of need. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to 
vote down the bill and to vote for the 
motion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to offer a motion to re-
commit to exclude grandparents, older sib-
lings, trusted relatives, and the clergy from 
H.R. 1218, the Child Custody Protection Act of 
1999. 

Although many young women would involve 
their parents when seeking an abortion, not 
every young person can do so. Parents may 
be abusive, or even absent. In those cases 
where a young woman cannot involve her par-
ents in the decision, there are others who 
would help by offering physical and emotional 
support during a time of crisis, confusion and 
emotional pain. A minor should be able to turn 
to a relative, close friend, and even clergy 
members for assistance. 

In those cases, this law would endanger mi-
nors who cannot talk with their parents and 
would make criminals of those people the 
minor turns to for people help. 

Supporters of this bill claim that judicial by-
pass, a procedure which permits teenagers to 
appear before a judge to request a waiver of 
the parental involvement requirement, is a pre-
ferred alternative. However, many teens do 
not make use of it because they do not know 
how to navigate the legal system. 

Many teens are embarrassed and are afraid 
that an unsympathetic or hostile judge might 
refuse to grant the waiver. Also, the confiden-
tiality of the teen is compromised if the bypass 
hearing requires use of the parents’ names. In 
small towns, confidentiality may be further 
compromised if the judge knows the teen or 
her family. 

The need to travel across state lines may 
be necessary in states where abortion serv-
ices are not readily available. This may be be-
cause of various state restrictions or distance. 
Some young women must seek services out-
side of their home state because the closest 
abortion provider may be across state lines. 

When a young woman must travel these 
distances, we do not want her taking this dif-
ficult and tumultuous step alone. Therefore, I 
offer this motion to recommit to exclude grand-
parents, older siblings, trusted relatives, and 
the clergy, so an adult can assist a young 
woman who is facing an arduous choice. 

Grandparents play an important role in the 
lives of young people. Grandparents act as 

counselors for children who cannot speak with 
their parents. In many cases, grandparents act 
as parents to children who are abandoned or 
neglected by their own parents. The relation-
ship between a child and a grandparent 
should be viewed just as sacred as the rela-
tionship between a parent and a child. 

Older brothers and sisters also form a 
unique bond with children who cannot commu-
nicate with their parents. There are so many 
instances where an older brother or sister acts 
as the parents. We should reward these out-
standing members of the family who have 
taken on such responsibility; we should not 
punish them with threats of criminal sanctions. 

This motion to recommit also would exclude 
aunts, uncles, first cousins and godparents 
from the prohibitions of this bill. We should not 
punish caring relatives for providing support to 
a scared young woman. 

In a time of crisis, a member of the clergy 
is an important counselor. The advice and as-
sistance of the clergy should not be com-
promised for fear of criminal sanctions. In its 
present form, this bill would criminalize any ef-
forts by a religious leader to assist a young 
woman in her efforts to obtain an abortion. 

I hope that my colleagues will accept this 
motion to recommit. It is vital that we allow our 
young people to turn to responsible adults 
when facing abortion. We want trusted mem-
bers of society bonding with the young woman 
seeking their help; we do not want these 
members taken away in bonds. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in opposition to the motion to 
recommit. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to urge all the 
Members of the House to oppose this 
motion to recommit for the simple rea-
son that in its four lines it sweeps 
aside the whole concept of parental in-
volvement. It sweeps aside the notion 
that it is the parent who should have 
the primary responsibility for the nur-
ture of children. 

Now, this is a concept that has been 
recognized time and time again by the 
Supreme Court of the United States. It 
is a concept that has been recognized 
by the Supreme Court in the very cases 
where the Supreme Court has dealt 
with the various State laws calling for 
parental involvement in a minor’s 
abortion decision. 

Now, what does the amendment pro-
vide for? The amendment says that a 
grandparent can substitute for the par-
ent, an adult sibling, a minister, a 
rabbi, a pastor, a priest, or other reli-
gious leader of the minor. 

Now, I love my in-laws and my par-
ents, but they have no business taking 
my daughter across State lines for the 
purpose of having an abortion. And I 
have a great deal of respect for my pas-
tor, but I will guarantee my colleagues 
that he has no business taking my 
daughter across State lines for the pur-
pose of having an abortion. It is the 
parents who have the primary responsi-
bility, and we should recognize that 
along with the States who have passed 
laws which recognize that and along 
with the Supreme Court, which has 
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recognized that in opinion after opin-
ion. 

Now, the truth of the matter is, if 
there are difficult circumstances such 
as we have heard about in the debate 
where it is not possible for a young girl 
to go to her parents concerning such a 
decision, the courts have required that 
there be made available a judicial by-
pass procedure. That is there. In all the 
laws that are in effect across the land, 
there is a judicial bypass procedure. 

We have heard an example of a child 
that was raped by the father and an ef-
fort was made to take the child for an 
abortion without the knowledge of the 
authorities. Well, that is exactly the 
kind of case where the judicial bypass 
should most certainly be utilized so 
there will be a certainty that the au-
thorities are aware of this parental 
abuse that is taking place. 

Why that sort of thing should be han-
dled in some other manner secretly 
makes no sense to me. I do not think 
the child’s interest is being protected 
unless the authorities are involved. 
That is how the child is going to be 
protected against future abuse by a fa-
ther who would commit such a heinous 
crime. 

The opponents of the bill and the 
supporters of this motion to recommit 
contend that judicial bypass procedure 
is not meaningful, that it does not 
work. Well, I would suggest to the 
Members of the House that that is a 
fallacious argument. In case after case, 
the Supreme Court of the United 
States has imposed requirements on 
the judicial bypass procedures to make 
certain that they do work in a way 
that protects the interest that the 
court has found must be protected. 

The Supreme Court said that the ju-
dicial bypass must allow for consider-
ation with sufficient expedition to pro-
vide an effective opportunity for abor-
tion to be obtained. That is what the 
Supreme Court said back in 1979. 

In subsequent cases, they have 
struck down laws where it has been 
shown that there was a systematic fail-
ure to provide a judicial bypass option 
in the most expeditious practical man-
ner. The cases are there. The judicial 
bypass mechanism works as the Su-
preme Court intended it to work. 

The problem that the opponents of 
this bill have is that they do not like 
any parental involvement law. They do 
not believe that there should ever be a 
requirement for parental involvement. 
They believe that the decision to have 
an abortion is a decision that the 
minor should be able to make on her 
own, without any input from anybody 
other than from the abortionist. That 
is the bottom-line position of the peo-
ple who oppose this bill. 

I would suggest to my colleagues 
that that is the wrong position. That is 
the position that is overwhelmingly re-
jected by the American people. It is a 
position that has been rejected by the 

Supreme Court. And it is a position 
that this House should, once again, re-
ject as we reject the motion to recom-
mit and move forward to the passage of 
this important legislation. 

Again, I want to thank the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) for her outstanding leader-
ship on this. I urge the Members of the 
House to vote against the motion to re-
commit and in favor of this important 
legislation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes 
the period of time within which a vote 
by electronic device, if ordered, will be 
taken on the question of passage of the 
bill. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 164, nays 
268, not voting 2, as follows:

[Roll No. 260] 

YEAS—164

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Campbell 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 

Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Green (TX) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kennedy 

Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Larson 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pickett 

Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Rodriguez 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 

Shays 
Sherman 
Sisisky 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Strickland 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 

Udall (NM) 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NAYS—268

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clement 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 

Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kildee 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
Mascara 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 

Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pascrell 
Paul 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
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Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 

Thune 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 

Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—2 

Brown (CA) Martinez 

b 1347 

Mr. BISHOP changed his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURR of North Carolina). The question 
is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 270, noes 159, 
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 261] 

AYES—270

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clement 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 

Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (WI) 

Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kildee 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 

Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Manzullo 
Mascara 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Minge 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pascrell 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 

Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 

Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Vento 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—159

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barrett (WI) 
Bass 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Campbell 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 

Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Green (TX) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holt 
Hooley 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Larson 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
Meehan 

Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Mink 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pickett 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sisisky 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 

Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 

Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Wise 

Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—5 

Brown (CA) 
Ford 

Lewis (CA) 
Lucas (OK) 

Martinez 

b 1355 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I missed 

rollcall vote No. 261, and, if I had been 
present on final passage H.R. 1218, the 
Child Custody Protection Act, I would 
have voted ‘‘yes.’’

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 66, ROUTE 66 CORRIDOR 
ACT 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 230 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 230
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 66) to preserve 
the cultural resources of the Route 66 cor-
ridor and to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to provide assistance. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. Gen-
eral debate shall be confined to the bill and 
shall not exceed one hour equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Re-
sources. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider 
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Resources 
now printed in the bill. Each section of the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute shall be considered as read. Dur-
ing consideration of the bill for amendment, 
the Chairman of the Committee of the Whole 
may accord priority in recognition on the 
basis of whether the Member offering an 
amendment has caused it to be printed in the 
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule 
XVIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. The Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may: (1) postpone until 
a time during further consideration in the 
Committee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for 
electronic voting on any postponed question 
that follows another electronic vote without 
intervening business, provided that the min-
imum time for electronic voting on the first 
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
Any Member may demand a separate vote in 
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the House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. 

b 1400 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

BURR of North Carolina). The gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, for purposes of debate only, I 
yield the customary 30 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. HALL), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only. 

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 230 would grant 
H.R. 66, the Route 66 Corridor Act, an 
open rule providing 1 hour of general 
debate, divided equally between the 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Committee on Resources. 

The rule makes in order the Com-
mittee on Resources amendment in the 
nature of a substitute as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment, 
which shall be open to amendment by 
section. The rule authorizes the Chair 
to accord priority in recognition to 
Members who have pre-printed their 
amendments in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

The rule also allows the chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole to post-
pone votes during consideration of the 
bill and to reduce voting time to 5 min-
utes on a postponed question if the 
vote follows a 15-minute vote. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 230 pro-
vides one motion to recommit with or 
without instructions. 

H.R. 66, the Route 66 Corridor Act, 
would permit the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to support and collaborate with 
the State and local and private institu-
tions to preserve one of the most fa-
mous highways in the United States. 
The bill, introduced by the gentle-
woman from New Mexico (Mrs. WIL-
SON), would further the preservation 
and restoration of portions of the high-
way, businesses and sites of interest 
during this period of outstanding his-
toric significance. 

In its heyday, Mr. Speaker, Route 66 
extended from Chicago to Los Angeles, 
helping businesses to move their prod-
ucts and millions of Americans to 
move their families westward, pri-
marily between 1933 and 1970. 

It also opened up the southwestern 
landscape to tourism, has been men-
tioned in books, television, movies and 
songs. H.R. 66 was reported by the 
Committee on Resources on a voice 
vote and there is no controversy sur-
rounding this legislation. 

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge my 
colleagues to support both the rule and 
the underlying bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. HASTINGS) for yielding the cus-
tomary amount of time, and I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an open rule and, 
as my colleague has described, this rule 
will equally divide and control the de-
bate of the chairman and the ranking 
minority member on the Committee on 
Resources. 

The rule permits amendments under 
the 5-minute rule, which is the normal 
amending process that we use here in 
the House. All Members will have the 
chance to offer germane amendments. 

The bill authorizes $10 million to 
help preserve historic buildings and 
sites and highway portions along old 
Route 66 from Chicago to Los Angeles. 
The Federal share of any project is lim-
ited to 50 percent. 

A Federal study completed in 1995 
found that Route 66 is nationally sig-
nificant and that the cultural re-
sources along the road are dis-
appearing. 

This is an open rule. It was adopted 
by voice vote of the Committee on 
Rules. I urge adoption of the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time, and I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 791, STAR-SPANGLED 
BANNER NATIONAL HISTORIC 
TRAIL STUDY ACT OF 1999 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 232 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 232
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 791) to amend 
the National Trails System Act to designate 
the route of the War of 1812 British invasion 
of Maryland and Washington, District of Co-
lumbia, and the route of the American de-
fense, for study for potential addition to the 
national trails system. The first reading of 
the bill shall be dispensed with. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Resources. 
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute 
rule. It shall be in order to consider as an 
original bill for the purpose of amendment 

under the five-minute rule the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute recommended 
by the Committee on Resources now printed 
in the bill. The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute shall be considered as 
read. During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole may accord priority in recogni-
tion on the basis of whether the Member of-
fering an amendment has caused it to be 
printed in the portion of the Congressional 
Record designated for that purpose in clause 
8 of rule XVIII. Amendments so printed shall 
be considered as read. The chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole may: (1) postpone 
until a time during further consideration in 
the Committee of the Whole a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for 
electronic voting on any postponed question 
that follows another electronic vote without 
intervening business, provided that the min-
imum time for electronic voting on the first 
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
Any Member may demand a separate vote in 
the House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, for the purpose of debate 
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. HALL), pending which I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose 
of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, H.Res. 232 would grant 
H.R. 791, the Star-Spangled Banner Na-
tional Historic Trails Study Act of 
1999, an open rule providing 1 hour of 
general debate, divided equally be-
tween the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on 
Resources. 

The rule makes in order the Com-
mittee on Resources amendment in the 
nature of a substitute as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment, 
which shall be open to amendment at 
any point. 

The rule authorizes the Chair to ac-
cord priority in recognition to Mem-
bers who have pre-printed their amend-
ments in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
The rule also allows the chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole to post-
pone votes during consideration of the 
bill and to reduce voting time to 5 min-
utes on a postponed question if the 
vote follows a 15-minute vote. 

Finally, H.Res. 232 provides one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 791 would amend 
the National Trails System Act to des-
ignate for study as a potential addition 
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to the National Trails System the 
route of the British invasion of Mary-
land and the District of Columbia dur-
ing the War of 1812. Such designation 
would give recognition to the patriots 
whose determination to stand firm 
against enemy invasion and bombard-
ment preserved this Nation for future 
generations of Americans. 

H.R. 791, introduced by the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. 
GILCHREST), would authorize studies 
which the Congressional Budget Office 
estimates would cost the Federal Gov-
ernment approximately $250,000 over 
the next 2 years. The bill contains no 
unfunded mandates and thus would not 
affect pay-go procedures. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 791 was reported 
favorably by the Committee on Re-
sources on a voice vote and there is no 
controversy surrounding this legisla-
tion. Accordingly, I urge my colleagues 
to support both the rule and the under-
lying bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank my friend, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS), for yielding me this time, 
and yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an open rule 
which will allow full and fair debate on 
H.R. 791. This rule provides 1 hour of 
debate to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Resources. 

The rule permits amendments under 
the 5-minute rule. This is the normal 
amending process in the House. All 
Members on both sides of the aisle will 
have a chance to offer amendments if 
they are germane. 

H.R. 791 authorizes a study of the 
route British invaders and American 
defenders followed between Baltimore 
and Washington during the War of 1812. 

The study is the first step to declare 
the route part of the National Trails 
System. This is an open rule and it was 
adopted by a voice vote in the Com-
mittee on Rules. I urge adoption of the 
rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time, and I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 592, WORLD WAR VET-
ERANS PARK AT MILLER FIELD 
GATEWAY NATIONAL RECRE-
ATION AREA 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, by direction of the Com-

mittee on Rules, I call up House Reso-
lution 231 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 231
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 592) to redesig-
nate Great Kills Park in the Gateway Na-
tional Recreation Area as ‘‘World War II 
Veterans Park at Great Kills’’. The first 
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with. 
General debate shall be confined to the bill 
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Resources. After general debate the bill 
shall be considered for amendment under the 
five-minute rule. It shall be in order to con-
sider as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment under the five-minute rule the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Resources 
now printed in the bill. The committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
shall be considered as read. Points of order 
against the committee amendment for fail-
ure to comply with clause 7 of rule XVI are 
waived. During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole may accord priority in recogni-
tion on the basis of whether the Member of-
fering an amendment has caused it to be 
printed in the portion of the Congressional 
Record designated for that purpose in clause 
8 of rule XVIII. Amendments so printed shall 
be considered as read. The Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole may: (1) postpone 
until a time during further consideration in 
the Committee of the Whole a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for 
electronic voting on any postponed question 
that follows another electronic vote without 
intervening business, provided that the min-
imum time for electronic voting on the first 
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
Any Member may demand a separate vote in 
the House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, for the purpose of debate 
only, I yield the customary 30 minutes 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. HALL), pending which I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose 
of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 231 would grant 
H.R. 592, the World War II Veterans 
Park at Miller Field Gateway National 
Recreation Area, an open rule pro-
viding 1 hour of general debate equally 

divided between the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Resources.

b 1415 
The rule makes in order the Com-

mittee on Resources amendment in the 
nature of a substitute as an original 
bill for the purpose of amendment, 
which shall be open to amendment at 
any point. In addition, the rule waives 
clause 7 of rule XVI prohibiting non-
germane amendments against the 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute. 

The rule authorizes the Chair to ac-
cord priority in recognition to Mem-
bers who have preprinted their amend-
ments in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
The rule also allows the chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole to post-
pone votes during consideration of the 
bill, and to reduce voting time to 5 
minutes on a postponed question if the 
vote follows a 15-minute vote. 

Finally, House Resolution 231 pro-
vides one motion to recommit, with or 
without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 592 was introduced 
by the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
FOSSELLA), and would redesignate the 
Great Kills Park in the Gateway Na-
tional Recreation Area as the World 
War II Veterans Park at Great Kills. 

The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that H.R. 592 would have no sig-
nificant impact on the Federal budget. 
The bill contains no unfunded man-
dates, and thus would not affect pay-go 
procedures. 

H.R. 592 was reported favorably by 
the Committee on Resources on a voice 
vote, and there is no controversy sur-
rounding the bill. 

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to 
support both the rule and the under-
lying bill, and I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an open rule. It 
will allow for full and fair debate on 
H.R. 592. As my colleague has de-
scribed, this rule provides for 1 hour of 
general debate, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

The rule permits amendments under 
the 5-minute rule, which is the normal 
amending process in the House. All 
Members on both sides of the aisle will 
have their opportunity to offer ger-
mane amendments. 

Miller Field is a 64-acre section of 
the Gateway National Recreation Area 
on Staten Island, New York. The bill 
designates that section as the World 
War Veterans Park at Miller Field to 
honor the veterans who fought in the 
world wars to protect democracy and 
freedom. 

This is an open rule. It was adopted 
by a voice vote on the Committee on 
Rules. I urge adoption of the rule. 
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Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time, and I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

ROUTE 66 CORRIDOR ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
STEARNS). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 230 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 66. 

b 1418 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 66) to 
preserve the cultural resources of the 
Route 66 corridor and to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to provide as-
sistance, with Mr. BONILLA in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Utah (Mr. HANSEN) and the gentleman 
from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) will each 
control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Utah (Mr. HANSEN). 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 66, introduced by 
the gentlewoman from New Mexico 
(Mrs. WILSON), will preserve the cul-
tural resources of the Route 66 cor-
ridor. 

Route 66 was a nationally significant 
part of American history, and was fore-
most among the early highways that 
helped change and shape America 
throughout the early and mid 20th cen-
tury. 

Extending from Chicago to Los Ange-
les, Route 66 was nonetheless impor-
tant to the entire country. It enabled 
American businesses to move goods, in-
dividuals to seek better lives, and the 
government to move troops and war 
supplies. It also opened up the West to 
tourism, and allowed the post-war mi-
gration of families to the booming job 
market of California. 

Route 66 has become an enduring 
part of America’s culture through 
books, television, songs, and movies. 
As Americans became increasingly mo-
bile, the two-lane roadway known as 
Route 66 could not handle the in-
creased traffic volume. The Interstate 
Highway system came into existence, 
new roads were built, and traffic was 
diverted away from the former route. 

Route 66 eventually became so frag-
mented and confusing that in 1979 it 
lost its official U.S. Highway Route 66 
designation. The remaining portions of 
the former Route 66 have been incor-
porated into State and local highway 
systems. 

H.R. 66 would preserve the cultural 
resources along the historic Route 66 
by allowing the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to support and collaborate with 
State, local, and private institutions to 
preserve these resources. 

The preservation of Route 66 would 
include the preservation or restoration 
of portions of the highway, businesses 
and sites of interest and other contrib-
uting resources along the highway. The 
Secretary could provide cost-share 
grants, information services, and tech-
nical assistance to local entities. 

H.R. 66 would also authorize the ap-
propriation of $10 million for the period 
of fiscal years 2000 through 2009 to 
carry out the purposes of the bill. Mr. 
Chairman, this is a good piece of legis-
lation, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 66. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the 
gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN) and 
thank him for all the hard work he has 
done on the Committee on this bill, 
and I really appreciate very much the 
time and attention the gentleman has 
given to this. 

I would also like to thank the gentle-
woman from New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON) 
for her leadership and hard work on 
this bill. I can tell the Members, I am 
very proud to be an original cosponsor 
of this legislation. 

Route 66 began in the early 1920s as a 
vision, a paved highway that would 
link the great American heartland 
with the Pacific Ocean. Starting in 
Chicago, Route 66 winds its way 
through eight States, Illinois, Mis-
souri, Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas, New 
Mexico, Arizona, and California, before 
ending at Santa Monica, California. 

At a time when most roads were un-
paved, not to mention unpassable in in-
clement weather conditions, Route 66 
stretched 2,400 miles and was one of the 
country’s first paved interstate high-
ways. In New Mexico, Route 66 wound 
its way through the towns of 
Tucumcari, which is located in my dis-
trict, Santa Rosa, Albuquerque, 
Grants, and Gallup, which is also in my 
district. 

Also during the early 1920s, the auto-
mobile was gaining in popularity. 
Prompted by lower prices as a result of 
Henry Ford’s innovative assembly line 
manufacturing, the automobile was in 
reach of many Americans. Farmers and 
ranchers no longer lived in isolation 
for long periods of time, as they could 
now drive to town and still tend to 

their fields and animals all in the same 
day. Workers in urban areas could now 
live outside the cities and commute to 
work. American life was changing, and 
Route 66 chronicled these changes. 

Michael Wallace wrote a book called 
‘‘Route 66, the Mother Road,’’ and I 
would recommend to any of the Mem-
bers or any of the public this book. It 
is an excellent history of Route 66. 

He wrote in the book, ‘‘Route 66 was 
the road of dreamers and ramblers, 
drifters and writers, the road of John 
Steinbeck, Woody Guthrie, and Jack 
Kerouac. A ribbon of American high-
way that transported the Oklahomans 
driven from their land as storms of 
dust swept across their farms to the 
promise of California. It was also the 
highway of commerce—of automated 
ice cream stands and old ‘no-tell’ mo-
tels, salty truck stops, and the neon 
alure.’’ 

H.R. 66 authorizes the Secretary of 
the Interior to provide assistance to 
preserve or restore historic sites along 
the route; to cooperate with public and 
private entities in developing local 
preservation plans; to develop a tech-
nical assistance program in the preser-
vation of Route 66; to coordinate a pro-
gram of historic research, curation, 
and preservation; to make available 
cost-share grants; and to provide infor-
mation about existing cost-share op-
portunities. 

Route 66 started out as a vision. 
Today it is a fond memory, an impor-
tant piece of Americana that should be 
preserved for current and future gen-
erations. This legislation will enable 
the preservation of this historic land-
mark, and will also provide a lift to the 
economies of every community along 
its route. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from New 
Mexico, for his kind words, and I yield 
10 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON), the author 
of this piece of legislation, who has 
done a substantially great job in get-
ting to this point. 

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Alaska (Chairman YOUNG), the 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. MILLER), the gentleman 
from Utah (Chairman HANSEN), and the 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
Puerto Rico (Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ) for 
their support of H.R. 66. 

I would also like to commend the 
staff who have worked so hard on this, 
Allen Freemyer and Gary Griffith, 
David Watkins and Rick Healy. 

I would also like to recognize the 
hard work of Mrs. Susie McComb, the 
President of the New Mexico Route 66 
Association, and Mr. David Knudson, 
who is the executive director of the Na-
tional Historic Route 66 Federation, for 
their support of this bill. 
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Mr. Chairman, H.R. 66, a bill to pre-

serve and protect the cultural re-
sources of the Route 66 corridor, is im-
portant to my State and to many oth-
ers. The gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. WATKINS), the gentleman from 
New Mexico (Mr. SKEEN), and Senators 
DOMENICI and BINGAMAN of New Mexico 
and others who live along this historic 
route have been working on it for more 
than 5 years now. 

I would also like it thank my col-
league, the gentleman from northern 
New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) for his joining 
on as an original cosponsor of H.R. 66 
this year. 

This version of H.R. 66 addresses the 
concerns raised by both the majority 
and the minority on the Committee on 
Resources. It passed by voice vote in 
both the Subcommittee on National 
Parks and Public Lands and on the full 
Committee on Resources. 

At a March 11, 1999, subcommittee 
hearing, the administration testified in 
support of the bill. H.R. 66 is substan-
tially similar to a bill that the House 
considered on the floor last year in the 
waning days of the 105th Congress. The 
Senate companion to my bill, which 
was H.R. 4513, garnered a majority of 
support, but there were some objec-
tions because it did not go through the 
normal hearing process. 

The bill is supported by the National 
Parks and Conservation Association 
and the National Park Service, and en-
joys bipartisan support in both the 
House and Senate. 

H.R. 66 authorizes the National Park 
Service to support efforts of State and 
local, public and private persons, non-
profit Route 66 associations, Indian 
tribes, State historic preservation of-
fices, and others for the preservation or 
restoration of structures or other cul-
tural resources, of businesses and sites 
of interest along Route 66. 

The Park Service would act as a 
clearinghouse for communication 
among Federal, State, and local agen-
cies, as well as nonprofit entities, and 
would participate in cost-sharing pro-
grams and make grants not to exceed 
$10 million over 10 years. That is what 
the bill is about. I think it is more im-
portant what Route 66 is about. 

Route 66 is 2,448 miles long. It crosses 
eight States and three time zones 
stretching from Chicago all the way to 
L.A. It is firmly rooted in Americana.

b 1430 

Almost every child in America who 
studies English in high school reads 
‘‘The Grapes of Wrath’’, where John 
Steinbeck writes, ‘‘Highway 66 is the 
migrant road. 66—the long concrete 
path across the country, waving gently 
up and down on the map, from the Mis-
sissippi to Bakersfield—over the red 
lands and the gray lands, twisting up 
into the mountains, crossing the Di-
vide and down into the bright and ter-
rible desert, and across the desert to 

the mountains again, and into the rich 
California valleys. 

‘‘66 is the path of a people in flight, 
refugees from dust and shrinking land, 
from the thunder of tractors and 
shrinking ownership, from the desert’s 
slow northward invasion, from the 
twisting winds that howl up out of 
Texas, from the floods that bring no 
richness to the land and steal what lit-
tle richness is there. From all of these 
the people are in flight, and they come 
into 66 from the tributary side roads, 
from the wagon tracks and the rutted 
country roads, 66 is the mother road, 
the road of flight. 

‘‘Two hundred and fifty thousand 
people over the road. Fifty thousand 
old cars—fifty thousand wounded, 
steaming. Wrecks along the road, aban-
doned. Well, what happened to them? 
What happened to the folks in that 
car? Did they walk? Where does the 
courage come from? Where does the 
terrible faith come from? 

‘‘The people in flight from the terror 
behind—strange things happen to 
them, some bitterly cruel and some so 
beautiful that the faith is refired for-
ever.’’ 

Route 66 is a part of our history and 
a part of our literature and a part of 
our culture. Even though it was decom-
missioned in 1985, it continues to be a 
part of our lives from Chicago to L.A. 

There are Route 66 associations in al-
most every State. In New Mexico, the 
Route 66 Association is alive and well 
and a strong supporter of this bill. 

There is a little elementary school in 
Moriarty, New Mexico, in the East 
Mountains of my district. It is called 
Route 66 Elementary School. Last 
year, I showed the House a hubcap that 
the students of Route 66 Elementary 
School had given to me. After that 
speech, I received several letters from 
the students who were at Route 66 Ele-
mentary School about their school and 
how it is designed around the Route 66 
theme. 

I would like to read one of those let-
ters from Kelsey Byrne in Ms. Tru-
jillo’s fourth grade class. It says, ‘‘Hon-
orable Congresswoman Wilson, our 
principal told us about the hubcap. It 
is an honor to have had you show it on 
television. I am very glad to get part of 
my education here at Route 66. It is 
historical, you know. I believe that 
this school will go on for generations. 
People use their school education all 
the time, even us kids. That is why I 
think everyone deserves a good edu-
cation. Route 66 is very important to 
me. It is old, but it is in very good 
shape. I would like to thank you for 
supporting us and good luck.’’ 

Unlike today’s interstate highways, 
Route 66 is a collection of roads tied 
together by highway signs. It is a col-
lection of stories, stories about migra-
tion and war and the automobile and 
the Depression and the Dust Bowl. But 
it is also a story about dreams and 

about courage and about strength and 
sadness and faith. 

It is a means to an end and an end in 
itself. It is now decommissioned, but it 
remains a preferred means of travel for 
those who want to get off the beaten 
path. 

When America entered World War II, 
traffic on Route 66 slowed to a trickle 
because of gas rationing. Military con-
voys began to travel across the high-
ways with men and machines, renewing 
the need for a fast, complete corridor 
from the heart of the country to the 
coast. 

It starts in the home of the 1933 
World’s Fair in Chicago, Illinois; passes 
the Chain of Rocks Bridge in Missouri; 
the Jesse James Wax Museum in Mis-
souri; in Galena, Kansas, the site of the 
1935 United Mine Workers strike that 
erupted into violence; the Will Rogers 
Museum in Oklahoma and on into 
Texas; and then of course into New 
Mexico through Tucumcari and Santa 
Rosa to Moriarty, the home of Route 66 
Elementary School, and into Albu-
querque, my hometown, where Route 66 
is no Central Avenue. 

One can drive it from one end to the 
other looking at old motor courts and 
the curio shops, most of which still op-
erate, and have lunch at the Route 66 
Diner. 

Finally, it goes on into California, 
the home of Ray Crock’s first McDon-
ald’s in San Bernardino, and then on 
down the long route to Pasadena along 
the route of the Tournament of Roses 
Parade. 

The year 2000 will mark the 75th an-
niversary of Route 66. 

H.R. 66 will help all the States 
through which Route 66 passes to cele-
brate this anniversary, to preserve its 
unique culture, and to preserve this 
corridor that is so much a part of 
America and American history. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to make a 
couple of additional points. First of all, 
on the point of bipartisanship, the rea-
son that we have reached this point in 
terms of legislation and having it here 
on the floor is the Democrats and Re-
publicans have signed onto this bill, 
Democrats and Republicans have 
worked in the subcommittee, in the 
full Committee on Resources, to make 
sure that this bill was fully heard. I 
think this bill is a good example of how 
the Congress should work in a bipar-
tisan way to bring forward legislation 
that we all agree on and that we can 
move forward with. So I would like to 
thank all sides for doing that. 

Secondly, this legislation is very im-
portant to business owners. I just 
wanted to pick one example, because 
there is a wonderful man in New Mex-
ico by the name of Armand Ortega. He 
grew up with my father over in a small 
little town called Saint John’s, Ari-
zona, which is near the Arizona-New 
Mexico border. 
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Mr. Ortega owns a wonderful place 

along Route 66 called the El Rancho 
Hotel, and that hotel used to be a hotel 
where movie stars would come and 
stay. As a result of that, he has cap-
tured on that idea, and he has on each 
of the doors on his hotel the name of 
the movie stars. Ronald Reagan, many 
others are listed on the doors of that 
motel. 

Now, as a result of this bill, this busi-
ness owner, Mr. Ortega, will be able to 
apply for a grant, will be able to re-
store and make sure that the El Ran-
cho Hotel is a place that is there for fu-
ture Americans to see and it will be 
there for a future part of our history 
for all to observe. 

In concluding here, I would just like 
to thank all of the Members of the 
Committee on Resources that have 
worked so hard on this, especially on 
the Democratic side. 

The gentleman from Puerto Rico 
(Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ), our ranking 
member, has done a great deal to see 
that this legislation has come to the 
point it has today. 

We have had other hard-working staff 
members on the Committee on Re-
sources’ side, Rick Healy, Dave Wat-
kins, and also my staff member Bob 
Scruggs.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, as a represent-
ative of Route 66, and as a Member privileged 
to represent a district which exists only be-
cause of the growth that Route 66 made pos-
sible, I rise in support of this legislation, which 
recognizes the central role that Route 66 
played at a critical point in American history. 

Mr. Chairman, the foothill communities of 
the San Gabriel Valley which I represent grew 
up in the post-World War II era, and are popu-
lated by the families of tens of thousands of 
people who came to Southern California on 
Route 66. My district is home to Monrovia’s 
famed Aztec Hotel, a well-known symbol of 
the architectural distinctness of many land-
marks along Route 66. I have had the pleas-
ure of participating in the City of Duarte’s an-
nual parade in salute to Route 66, which trav-
els down a stretch of this famous road. This 
unique heritage is a major reason that Route 
66 has been immortalized in writing and in 
song. 

Although we all recognize the importance of 
interstate highways today, the significance of a 
highway link to California was initially shown 
by the First Transcontinental Motor Convoy of 
1919, which included then-Lieutenant Colonel 
Dwight David Eisenhower. As President, of 
course, Eisenhower oversaw the creation of 
the modern interstate highway system. The 
Convoy which took two months to travel from 
Washington to San Francisco and encoun-
tered numerous problems along the way, dem-
onstrated the inadequacy of existing surface 
roads to California. It made clear that it would 
be essentially impossible to supply the West 
Coast overland from the East in wartime. Even 
more important at that time and in the dec-
ades to follow, it highlighted the difficulty in 
moving soldiers and materiel from the West to 
the East in times of war. Considering the cen-
tral role that California’s defense industry 

would come to play in our national defense in 
World War II, it was critical to address this 
weakness. 

Besides enhanced national security, the cre-
ation of Route 66 is a watershed in American 
history for a number of reasons. For Salinas, 
California’s John Steinbeck for example, 
Route 66 was the ‘‘Mother Road’’—it enabled 
more than 200,000 Americans to escape the 
despair of the Dust Bowl and seek better for-
tunes in California. The migration to California 
that began during the Great Depression along 
Route 66 was to continue for decades. 

Route 66 was key to the expansion of inter-
national commerce as well. By linking the port 
cities of Los Angeles and Chicago with points 
throughout Illinois, Missouri, and Kansas, 
Route 66 linked the heartland to America’s 
major ports, helping to make the breadbasket 
of America the breadbasket of the world as 
well. 

Route 66 permitted the greatest wartime 
manpower mobilization in United States his-
tory. Between 1941 and 1945 the government 
invested about $70 billion in capital projects in 
California, a large portion of this in the de-
fense sector in and around Los Angeles and 
San Diego. This enormous capital outlay cre-
ated new industries and thousands of new 
jobs. With the end of the Cold War, as em-
ployment in defense has declined in California, 
the advanced technologies and skilled work-
force that were developed in California along 
with the defense sector have been an essen-
tial contributor to the development of California 
as the world’s leader in high-technology prod-
ucts. 

Perhaps most importantly, by making the 
onset of the automobile era, the designation of 
Route 66 in 1926 symbolizes the mobility rev-
olution that enables Americans to go where 
they want, when they want. Route 66, and 
other highways such as the Lincoln and the 
Dixie created at the same time, mark the be-
ginning of a national effort to enable people to 
move quickly and efficiently around this vast 
country. This unparalleled ease with which we 
move people and goods across this country is 
central to our flexible and vibrant economy. I 
believe it has been absolutely essential to em-
powering Americans to pursue their dreams. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask all my colleagues to 
join me in support of this important legislation.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
call the attention of my colleagues to the spe-
cial connection that the Seventh District of 
Missouri, and especially Springfield has to a 
highway known both as the Main Street of 
America and as The Mother Road—Route 66. 
We will be voting later today on an act to pre-
serve portions of this unique part of our his-
tory. 

Traversing almost 2,500 miles, 8 states and 
three time zones from the windswept shores 
of Chicago on the north and east to the sun 
drenched shores of Santa Monica on the 
south and west, route 66 cut across America’s 
heartland beginning an era of transcontinental 
automobile and truck travel that has continued 
for 75 years. 

Although conceived by Congress with legis-
lative action in 1925 as a national highway 
and commissioned in 1926, Route 66 began 
with only 800 miles of paved road. Almost 
1,700 miles of the trip was over gravel and dirt 

roads. It was not until 11 years later that pav-
ing was completed. 

Route 66’s connection to Southwest Mis-
souri is far more than it’s strategic geographic 
placement across the breadth of the district. It 
is far more than linking this strong agricultural 
market in the 1920’s and 30’s with expanded 
outlets throughout the nation. 

The dream of an inter-regional link between 
Chicago and Los Angeles is ascribed to Cyrus 
Avery of Tulsa Oklahoma and John Woodruff 
of Springfield Missouri. These two men under-
stood the importance of transportation of this 
country and were willing to invest of them-
selves in this effort. Historians say that as re-
sult of Woodruff’s work the decision to name 
this new route—Route 66 was actually made 
in a meeting in Springfield. Woodruff later 
served two terms as President of the Route 66 
association. 

Woodruff was also a promoter of Springfield 
and the Ozarks who understood the impor-
tance of public and private partnerships. He 
raised funds to buy the land so that the state 
of Missouri would create what is now South-
west Missouri State University. He traveled to 
New York City and secured a grant from An-
drew Carnegie to help fund Drury College. 
Years later he also raised funds to purchase 
the land for the U.S. Federal Medical Center. 
And the former railroad attorney was instru-
mental in getting the city’s first airport. 

Route 66 is not just a story of creating a 
unified ribbon of concrete and asphalt from 
one great metropolitan center to another. It is 
the story of linking urban, suburban and rural 
together. It is the story of making travel acces-
sible to millions. It is the story of what we 
sometimes refer to as an American dream—a 
country where two men with a vision and who 
worked hard enough, can literally change the 
course of a country.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in support of H.R. 66, the Route 66 
Preservation Act. Mr. Chairman, Route 66 is 
the premier historic trail of the automobile age. 
The automobile has changed America forever 
and Route 66 played a large role in this revo-
lution of mobility. Route 66 ran over 2,000 
miles from Chicago to Los Angeles, linking the 
east and the west in our great Nation more 
closely than ever before. 

Barstow, California, in my own 40th District, 
is an original stop on the crossroads of oppor-
tunity known as Route 66. In fact, Route 66 
traces a path through my District all the way 
from Needles on the Colorado River to San 
Bernardino, California. Route 66 served as the 
crossroads of opportunity for the great flow of 
traffic across the broad middle of our Nation 
and into America’s land of promise, California. 

This legislation before us today will ensure 
that the contributions of Route 66 to American 
history will not be forgotten. Mr. Chairman, I 
urge all my colleagues to vote yes on H.R. 66 
and vote to preserve the cultural resources of 
historic Route 66. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
again in strong support of this legisla-
tion and appreciate the gentlewoman 
from New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON) and 
her inspired remarks. 
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Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-

ance of my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 

debate has expired. Pursuant to the 
rule, the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute printed in the 
bill shall be considered by section as an 
original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment, and each section is considered 
read. 

During consideration of the bill for 
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed 
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments 
will be considered read. 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may postpone a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment and 
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes 
the time for voting on any postponed 
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for 
voting on the first question shall be a 
minimum of 15 minutes. 

The Clerk will designate section 1. 
The text of section 1 is as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act, the following definitions apply: 
(1) ROUTE 66 CORRIDOR.—The term ‘‘Route 66 

corridor’’ means structures and other cultural 
resources described in paragraph (3), includ-
ing—

(A) lands owned by the Federal Government 
and lands owned by a State or local government 
within the immediate vicinity of those portions 
of the highway formerly designated as United 
States Route 66; and 

(B) private land within that immediate vicin-
ity that is owned by persons or entities that are 
willing to participate in the programs author-
ized by this Act. 

(2) CULTURAL RESOURCE PROGRAMS.—The term 
‘‘Cultural Resource Programs’’ means the pro-
grams established and administered by the Na-
tional Park Service for the benefit of and in 
support of preservation of the Route 66 corridor, 
either directly or indirectly. 

(3) PRESERVATION OF THE ROUTE 66 COR-
RIDOR.—The term ‘‘preservation of the Route 66 
corridor’’ means the preservation or restoration 
of structures or other cultural resources of busi-
nesses, sites of interest, and other contributing 
resources that—

(A) are located within the land described in 
paragraph (1); 

(B) existed during the route’s period of out-
standing historic significance (principally be-
tween 1926 and 1970), as defined by the study 
prepared by the National Park Service and enti-
tled ‘‘Special Resource Study of Route 66’’, 
dated July 1995; and 

(C) remain in existence as of the date of en-
actment of this Act. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means 
the Secretary of the Interior, acting through the 
Cultural Resource Programs at the National 
Park Service. 

(5) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means a State 
in which a portion of the Route 66 corridor is lo-
cated. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 1? 

The Clerk will designate section 2. 
The text of section 2 is as follows:

SEC. 2. MANAGEMENT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in collabora-

tion with the entities described in subsection (c), 

shall facilitate the development of guidelines 
and a program of technical assistance and 
grants that will set priorities for the preserva-
tion of the Route 66 corridor. 

(b) DESIGNATION OF OFFICIALS.—The Sec-
retary shall designate officials of the National 
Park Service stationed at locations convenient 
to the States to perform the functions of the 
Cultural Resource Programs under this Act. 

(c) GENERAL FUNCTIONS.—The Secretary 
shall—

(1) support efforts of State and local public 
and private persons, nonprofit Route 66 preser-
vation entities, Indian tribes, State Historic 
Preservation Offices, and entities in the States 
for the preservation of the Route 66 corridor by 
providing technical assistance, participating in 
cost-sharing programs, and making grants; 

(2) act as a clearinghouse for communication 
among Federal, State, and local agencies, non-
profit Route 66 preservation entities, Indian 
tribes, State historic preservation offices, and 
private persons and entities interested in the 
preservation of the Route 66 corridor; and 

(3) assist the States in determining the appro-
priate form of and establishing and supporting 
a non-Federal entity or entities to perform the 
functions of the Cultural Resource Programs 
after those programs are terminated. 

(d) AUTHORITIES.—In carrying out this Act, 
the Secretary may—

(1) enter into cooperative agreements, includ-
ing (but not limited to) cooperative agreements 
for study, planning, preservation, rehabilita-
tion, and restoration related to the Route 66 cor-
ridor; 

(2) accept donations of funds, equipment, sup-
plies, and services as appropriate; 

(3) provide cost-share grants for projects for 
the preservation of the Route 66 corridor (but 
not to exceed 50 percent of total project costs) 
and information about existing cost-share op-
portunities; 

(4) provide technical assistance in historic 
preservation and interpretation of the Route 66 
corridor; and 

(5) coordinate, promote, and stimulate re-
search by other persons and entities regarding 
the Route 66 corridor. 

(e) PRESERVATION ASSISTANCE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall provide 

assistance in the preservation of the Route 66 
corridor in a manner that is compatible with the 
idiosyncratic nature of the Route 66 corridor. 

(2) PLANNING.—The Secretary shall not pre-
pare or require preparation of an overall man-
agement plan for the Route 66 corridor, but 
shall cooperate with the States and local public 
and private persons and entities, State historic 
preservation offices, nonprofit Route 66 preser-
vation entities, and Indian tribes in developing 
local preservation plans to guide efforts to pro-
tect the most important or representative re-
sources of the Route 66 corridor. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 2? 

The Clerk will designate section 3. 
The text of section 3 is as follows:

SEC. 3. RESOURCE TREATMENT. 
(a) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.—
(1) PROGRAM REQUIRED.—The Secretary 

shall develop a program of technical assist-
ance in the preservation of the Route 66 cor-
ridor and interpretation of the Route 66 cor-
ridor. 

(2) PROGRAM GUIDELINES.—As part of the 
technical assistance program under para-
graph (1), the Secretary shall establish 
guidelines for setting priorities for preserva-
tion needs for the Route 66 corridor. The 
Secretary shall base the guidelines on the 
Secretary’s standards for historic preserva-
tion. 

(b) PROGRAM FOR COORDINATION OF ACTIVI-
TIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall co-
ordinate a program of historic research, 
curation, preservation strategies, and the 
collection of oral and video histories of 
events that occurred along the Route 66 cor-
ridor. 

(2) DESIGN.—The program under paragraph 
(1) shall be designed for continuing use and 
implementation by other organizations after 
the Cultural Resource Programs are termi-
nated. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 3? 

The Clerk will designate section 4. 
The text of section 4 is as follows:

SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
There are authorized to be appropriated 

$10,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 2000 
through 2009 to carry out the purposes of this 
Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to section 4? 

If not, the question is on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
STEARNS) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. BONILLA, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 66) to preserve the cul-
tural resources of the Route 66 corridor 
and to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to provide assistance, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 230, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with 
an amendment adopted by the Com-
mittee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

The question is on the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

f 

STAR-SPANGLED BANNER NA-
TIONAL HISTORIC TRAIL STUDY 
ACT OF 1999 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 231 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 791. 

b 1442 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 791) to 
amend the National Trails System Act 
to designate the route of the War of 
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1812 British invasion of Maryland and 
Washington, District of Columbia, and 
the route of the American defense, for 
study for potential addition to the na-
tional trails system, with Mr. BONILLA 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Utah (Mr. HANSEN) and the gentleman 
from Puerto Rico (Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELÓ) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Utah (Mr. HANSEN). 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 791, introduced by the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. 
GILCHREST). H.R. 791 authorizes a study 
be completed for a potential addition 
to the National Trails System. Specifi-
cally, this bill would study the designa-
tion of the route the British took in 
their invasion of Maryland and Wash-
ington, the District of Columbia, and 
the route of the American defense dur-
ing the War of 1812. 

The proposed trail would stretch 
through six Maryland counties, Wash-
ington, D.C., and the City of Baltimore, 
where the trail would ultimately lead 
to Fort McHenry. Fort McHenry, of 
course, is where, on September 14, 1814, 
American forces bravely turned back 
the British invasion of Baltimore and 
was the event which sparked Francis 
Scott Key to pen our national anthem. 

The designation of this route as a Na-
tional Historic Trail would serve as a 
reminder of the importance of the con-
cept of liberty and give long overdue 
recognition to the patriots who pre-
served this liberty for future genera-
tions of America. 

Mr. Chairman, we have all worked 
hard on this bill and addressed the con-
cerns of both the minority and the ad-
ministration. This is a good bill, and 
we have bipartisan support on this bill. 
It is supported by the National Park 
Service. I urge all my colleagues to 
support H.R. 791. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time.

b 1445 
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, under the National 
Trails System Act, any route proposed 
for designation as a national historic 
trail must be studied to determine the 
suitability and feasibility of such a 
designation. H.R. 791 would authorize 
such a study of the route taken by 
British troops during the invasion of 
the United States during the War of 
1812. The route crosses nine counties in 
Maryland and passes through the cities 
of both Washington and Baltimore. 

There is no doubt many of the sites 
along this proposed site are significant 

in American history. Not only did Brit-
ish forces lay siege to the U.S. Capitol 
and eventually burn it down, but it was 
during the ultimate American victory 
of Fort McHenry that a local attorney 
named Francis Scott Key penned what 
is now our national anthem. A study of 
these sites for a national historic trail 
can only serve to deepen our knowledge 
of the importance of these events in 
our history. 

During our committee’s consider-
ation of this measure, an amendment 
was adopted ensuring that this new 
study will be carefully coordinated 
with several ongoing studies with 
which there could be some overlap. 
Such coordination will improve the 
final result of each of these products. 

This is a bipartisan bill where both 
sides have worked closely to have this 
bill passed, and I urge my colleagues to 
support H.R. 791, as amended. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
GILCHREST), the author of this legisla-
tion. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Utah (Mr. 
HANSEN), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on National Parks and Pub-
lic Lands of the Committee on Re-
sources, for yielding me this time; and 
I thank all the members of the Com-
mittee on Resources for their help on 
this piece of legislation. But in par-
ticular I want to thank the residents of 
the State of Maryland in my district 
for bringing this idea, this concept, to 
our attention. 

The War of 1812 is not one of those 
wars that elicits a great deal of dra-
matic thought. We do not see it on the 
silver screen very often. I like to com-
pare it to the Korean War. We hear a 
great deal about World War II, and 
there has been many films about the 
Vietnam conflict, but we did not hear a 
lot about the Korean War veterans 
until in recent years, and there is a 
stunning monument on the mall to the 
Korean War veterans for their efforts 
and struggles to preserve liberty in 
that part of Asia. 

During the American revolution, pa-
triots fought so valiantly to bring lib-
erty and justice to light in the Amer-
icas, to bring a new idea that people 
can institutionalize freedom, that peo-
ple can institutionalize the idea that 
an individual is independent, and we 
talk a great deal about the American 
revolution. 

The War of 1812 was a conflict that 
was our second war of independence. 
Now, there was a great deal of mis-
understanding between the British and 
the French and the Americans, and cer-
tainly back in 1812 there were no tele-
phones, no fax machines, no E-mail, for 
example. There was no way to commu-
nicate with another person until one 

was talking face-to-face with that per-
son. I bring that up because some of 
the issues that caused the conflict be-
tween the United States and Great 
Britain were resolved 2 days before the 
war started, but there was no way to 
get that message across. So we had this 
conflict. 

And the conflict basically was conti-
nental. The conflict was in the Great 
Lakes, Lake Champlain, Canada, the 
mid-Atlantic States, the great Chesa-
peake Bay, and certainly all the way 
down to the Gulf of Mexico at the bat-
tle of New Orleans. This could all have 
been averted, but we needed this strug-
gle, I guess, to show Europe the United 
States was firm in its belief that it was 
independent; that it preserved the 
right of freedom and justice and liberty 
for all Americans, and eventually for 
all the rest of the world. 

Now, if we could go forward quickly 
to the end of the conflict, the agree-
ment to end the war was signed 2 
weeks before the last battle was 
fought. And anybody on the House 
floor right now who is, I guess, middle-
aged, they will remember that song; 
‘‘In 1814, I took a little trip, along with 
Colonel Jackson down the mighty 
Mississipp. We took a little bacon and 
we took a little beans, and we took a 
little ride to New Orleans.’’ I remember 
I used to love that song. But that bat-
tle that we smile when we hear the 
song was a tragedy. Hundreds and hun-
dreds, if not well over a thousand men 
on both sides were killed because of 
that conflict. And that conflict was 
fought to show that the United States 
was determined to be independent and 
free. 

This trail, which we will come up 
with after about 3 years of study, will 
show people all across this country and 
all across this world America’s second 
battle of independence. There will be a 
brochure that people can follow from 
the lower Chesapeake Bay through the 
Potomac River, up several counties in 
Maryland, to show how the British 
tried to take the troops that protected 
Washington, south of Washington into 
Georgetown, and draw them away as 
far as Baltimore so that they could go 
into the District of Columbia, our Na-
tion’s capital, and burn every single 
Federal building except for the post of-
fice and the patent office, including 
this building that we now speak from. 
Fortunately, however one wants to 
look at it, coincidentally a huge tor-
nado with driving rains came in and 
flushed out the fire. 

Now, we know the rest of the story 
which is fundamental to this legisla-
tion. The Star-Spangled Banner. 
Francis Scott Key went on board a 
British ship to try to release Dr. 
Beanes from his captivity. Francis 
Scott Key was accompanied by John 
Skinner. They were going to release 
Dr. Beanes, but they also wanted to at-
tack Fort McHenry, as the chairman 
mentioned a little earlier. 
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As the ship traveled up the Chesa-

peake Bay, the beautiful Chesapeake 
Bay, which probably had a few more 
fish in it at the time, maybe some 
more clams and oysters, but we are 
trying to restore the Chesapeake Bay, 
and maybe a piece of this legislation 
will bring some attention to that as 
well, as they came up to Fort McHenry 
they wanted to bomb Fort McHenry 
and continue their onslaught to recap-
ture America. And what Francis Scott 
Key saw we still remember today. As 
the night glistened in stars, it also 
glistened with the bombardment from 
the British ships, but the Americans 
held. And the next morning the flag 
still flew over Fort McHenry. And that 
flag, Mr. Chairman, is now in the 
Smithsonian institute. 

But Francis Scott Key penned the 
poem which later became our national 
anthem, the Star-Spangled Banner. 
The flag still waves over Fort 
McHenry, regardless of the bombs 
bursting in air. And that spirit, that 
feeling, that sense of community that 
we are one among many still holds 
today in the United States. So, Mr. 
Chairman, I urge my colleagues to vote 
in favor of the Star-Spangled Banner 
Trail Bill. 

The last comment I want to make is 
a gracious ‘‘thank you’’ to those con-
stituents that brought this idea to our 
attention, and also to my staff, Erika 
Feller, for doing a great deal of work 
on this particular issue. 

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Puerto Rico (Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ) for 
yielding me this time, and I thank my 
friend the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. GILCHREST) for listening to those 
constituents and responding to those 
constituents and allowing the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN), 
who represents the City of Baltimore 
in which Fort McHenry is located, the 
gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs. 
MORELLA) from Montgomery County, 
in which, of course, there are many his-
toric sites of the War of 1812, and, of 
course, I have represented the City of 
Bladensburg for many, many years, an-
other historic site in the British effort 
to turn aside the revolution and the 
Peace Treaty of 1783, signed, as my 
friend knows, in the old Statehouse in 
Maryland, which is pictured, the Sen-
ate Chamber in which that Treaty of 
Paris which ended the war was signed 
on the 14th of January 1784 in Annap-
olis, and the picture of the Senate 
Chamber is on the wall in the rotunda. 

Mr. Chairman, all of us are reciting 
some degree of history. It is important 
that we learn from history. It is impor-
tant we not forget history so that we 
are not condemned to live the worst 
parts of history. The historic trails are 

important assets for our country and 
for our generations yet to come. 

The eloquence of the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST) in reciting 
that song that, yes, brought a smile to 
my face as well, because I remember it 
well. I loved that song. It is a catchy 
tune. But as he points out, it relates a 
tragic event. 

The history of Maryland is replete 
with events that surround the founding 
of this Nation and the establishment of 
the greatest democracy the world has 
ever known, and certainly its most 
long-standing democracy in the world. 
So I strongly support this bill and urge 
my colleagues to do so. In order to des-
ignate a historic trail, we need to re-
search that issue. This bill will provide 
for that effort to be undertaken. I 
think it is very appropriate.

The proposed trail would provide an oppor-
tunity for citizens to learn about the British 
Washington-Baltimore campaign during the 
War of 1812 and to experience the story of 
how our national anthem came to be written 
by Francis Scott Key. 

The Star Spangled Banner Trail would be 
the first national historic trail in the mid-Atlantic 
region. As currently envisioned, it could take 
visitors through six counties in Maryland as 
well as Washington, D.C. and Baltimore. 

The route, which would follow the path 
taken by the British in the War of 1812, would 
begin in my district where the British landed in 
Calvert County Maryland and launched their 
campaign to destroy the Barney Flotilla and, 
after the Battle of Bladensburg, burn Wash-
ington, D.C. 

The trail would then follow the path of the 
retreating American army up through George-
town, through Montgomery County, and onto 
Baltimore where they ultimately defeated the 
British forces at Ft. McHenry. 

Mr. Speaker, the War of 1812 and this cam-
paign is a fascinating, but untold, chapter in 
our Nation’s history. Creating this trail will pro-
vide a critical link in this turning point in our 
Nation’s history. 

I want to thank my good friend Mr. 
GILCHREST for sponsoring this legislation and 
urge all of my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank my 
friend, the gentleman from Puerto 
Rico, who I might say does such an 
outstanding job and who, I hope at 
some point in time, will represent the 
51st State. That is an aside, that is not 
the issue today, I understand that, but 
this bill is about freedom, this bill is 
about stars in the Star-Spangled Ban-
ner, and perhaps we will add one for 
the representative from Puerto Rico in 
the near future. 

I thank also my friend, the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN) for his 
leadership in getting this bill to the 
floor. The gentleman is a very fine 
Member of this House and his attention 
to details large and small has been ap-
preciated by this body, and I appreciate 
his leadership in bringing this to the 
floor.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 

Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA), and I wish 
to tell the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. HOYER) that I appreciate his com-
ments very much. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to thank the gentleman from 
Utah (Mr. HANSEN) for yielding me this 
time and for all the leadership he has 
shown not only in this legislation but 
in other legislation that has enhanced 
the American people. 

I also want to thank the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Puerto 
Rico (Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ), for his 
work in bringing this bill to the floor, 
and others also. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to lend 
my support to H.R. 791, the Star-Span-
gled Banner National Historic Trail 
Study Act of 1999, and I certainly want 
to commend my very good friend, the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
GILCHREST), who introduced this and 
who just gave a very moving expla-
nation of the bill and all of its implica-
tions. 

I am honored, along with my col-
leagues, to be a cosponsor of this legis-
lation. It will ultimately lead to the 
creation of a trail to help preserve and 
honor significant historic sites associ-
ated with the War of 1812, America’s 
second war of independence. 

Trails provide our Nation with many 
benefits. They offer opportunities to 
experience solitude or to socialize with 
families and friends. Natural trail cor-
ridors preserve vegetation and wildlife. 
Bicycles and pedestrians commute on 
trails, and that decreases road conges-
tion and air pollution. 

Americans are seeking trail opportu-
nities as never before to participate in 
a wide range of recreational activities, 
from hiking and bicycling, to horse-
back riding and backpacking, trails 
across our country are used by all 
types of people in settings ranging 
from urban, suburban, rural and wil-
derness. 

In the early days of our Nation before 
railroads and highways and rail were 
constructed, people traveled on foot, on 
horseback, or by wagon. Some of these 
trails remain in existence today as re-
minders of our rich history. For exam-
ple, the Oregon Trail, the Santa Fe 
Trail, the Trail of Tears. They all exist 
as chapters in our Nation’s heritage. 

In the early 20th Century, trails be-
came a way to gain access to spectac-
ular natural beauty. The first inter-
state recreational trail was conceived 
in 1921 as a national preserve parallel 
to the East Coast, and we now know 
that trail as the Appalachian Trail. 

H.R. 791 simply authorizes the Sec-
retary of the Interior to undertake a 
study of the British invasion route and 
the line of American defenses occur-
ring in Maryland and Washington dur-
ing the War of 1812 for potential addi-
tion to the national trail system.
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While the War of 1812 and the British 
invasion during the conflict is a defin-
ing period in the history of our Nation, 
it is an often neglected period of our 
national heritage. It is my hope that 
this legislation will help to reorganize 
and honor the important battles during 
the summer of 1814 which helped to 
shape our Nation. 

The War of 1812 remains the only 
time in which the United States of 
America has been invaded by a foreign 
power. In August of 1814, a British ex-
pedition in the Chesapeake Bay won a 
victory at Bladensburg, Maryland, and 
subsequently took Washington, burn-
ing the Capitol and the White House. 
The British, however, were halted at 
Ft. McHenry in Baltimore on Sep-
tember 14th under the ‘‘Rockets’ Red 
Glare.’’ 

Currently, just down the National 
Mall from the Capitol at the National 
Museum of American History, techni-
cians, historians and textile experts 
are working to preserve the actual 
Star-Spangled Banner which flew over 
Ft. McHenry. There are about 30 sites 
along the proposed Star-Spangled Ban-
ner National Historic Trail, both fa-
mous and forgotten, which marks some 
of the most historically significant 
events of the War of 1812. 

I am proud to represent a place called 
Brookeville, Maryland, a tiny town 
which played a huge role during the 
War of 1812. Under H.R. 791, this town 
is to be included on the Star-Spangled 
Banner National Historic Trail study. 

Brookeville, only 18 miles from 
Washington, served as our Nation’s 
capital for a brief period in August of 
1814, when President James Madison 
fled the White House to escape the 
British invasion. 

The home of Postmaster Caleb Bent-
ley and his wife, Henrietta, served as a 
refuge for President Madison and sev-
eral members of his Cabinet. Mrs. 
Bentley, a Quaker, said, ‘‘It is against 
our principles to have anything to do 
with war, but we receive all and we re-
lieve all who come to us.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support H.R. 791, to honor our Na-
tion’s history and recognize the Star-
Spangled Banner National Historic 
Trail and the critical events of the War 
of 1812. 

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN). 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, first, let 
me thank my friend, the gentleman 
from Puerto Rico (Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELÓ), for yielding me this time 
and for his help in marshalling this bill 
through the committee. 

I want to thank my good friend, the 
gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN), for 
his work on this issue. This is an im-
portant bill. I want to compliment the 
speed in which this matter was handled 
in the committee. 

The gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
GILCHREST) and I filed this legislation 
on February 23, and we were later 
joined by the gentlewoman from Mary-
land (Mrs. MORELLA) and the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) in 
moving this bill to, we hope, the estab-
lishment of this trail. 

I also want to acknowledge the hard 
work of the Senate sponsor, Senator 
SARBANES, who is marshalling this bill 
in the other body. We are working to-
gether. I appreciate the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST) bring-
ing this up to our constituents. 

I represent a district that is rich in 
history in Baltimore, and I want to 
thank the historians in my community 
who have been working with us on this 
trail. I have the honor of representing 
the district that includes Ft. McHenry 
and, of course, the great history that 
was accomplished in that particular 
spot. I want to thank the people from 
Ft. McHenry for their help in bringing 
us to this motion that we can now act 
on, H.R. 791, the Star-Spangled Banner 
National Historic Trail Study Act of 
1999. 

I think it is highly appropriate that 
on the eve of the last July 4 celebra-
tion before we start the new century 
this body is considering a bill that 
would recognize the sacrifices and con-
tributions of American patriots from 
the previous one. This legislation 
would authorize a study to designate 
the route of the War of 1812 British in-
vasion of Maryland and Washington, 
D.C., as well as the route of the Amer-
ican defense, a National Historic Trail. 

Mr. Chairman, we have done this on 
many occasions, established historic 
trails in our country. We have done it 
for the Appalacian Trail, the Conti-
nental Divide, the National Scenic 
Trail, the Florida National Scenic 
Trail, and many, many others. I think 
it is altogether fitting and appropriate, 
in the interest of our Nation, that we 
do likewise for the War of 1812. 

This War of 1812 was important for 
many reasons in the history of this Na-
tion, and my colleagues have already 
commented on many of the important 
aspects of this particular battle. One 
that my colleague, the gentlewoman 
from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA), men-
tioned is it the only time in the history 
of our Nation that we were invaded by 
a foreign power. 

Of course, we successfully were able 
to defend ourselves. But for a good part 
of this particular war, it was uncertain 
as to whether we were going to be able 
to defend our Nation. It was clearly our 
second war of independence, and it 
bode well for the future of this Nation 
in developing a defense that has been 
able to protect our citizens against all 
foreign tyrants. 

The story of the War of 1812 goes be-
yond just stopping the British from in-
vading our young Nation. But the 
heroics of many of our citizens at 

many different battles along the way 
will go down as part of the heritage of 
our Nation. 

We hope that this trail will be able to 
allow people in our country to better 
appreciate what our patriots have done 
during the history of our Nation. 
Whether it was at Bladensburg, where 
we were not successful, or North Point, 
where we were successful, or Ft. 
McHenry, where we were successful, 
heroism was the order of the day. 

Of course, we are all very proud of 
Francis Scott Key, a young attorney 
who took upon a mission of mercy to 
have released a young doctor that was 
being held by the British. The doctor 
had helped young British soldiers, and 
Francis Scott Key was able to implore 
the British to release this particular 
soldier from captivity. But, as was 
Francis Scott Key’s luck, he was on a 
British boat at the time that they were 
ready to invade Baltimore and Ft. 
McHenry, so he was required to stay on 
the ship during the battle of Ft. 
McHenry. He was so inspired by what 
he saw that he wrote the poem that has 
become our national anthem. 

So there is a great deal to be learned 
from the War of 1812. There is a lot 
that we all can learn from it. I applaud 
the committee for setting in motion 
the way that we will be able to estab-
lish an historic trail that will allow 
our citizens a better understanding of 
the history of this Nation and what 
makes this Nation so great, the people 
who are willing to give of their lives to 
protect the freedom that we all enjoy 
today. This is a fitting monument to 
their work, and I applaud this House 
for taking it up today. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
legislation. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. GILCHREST).

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman for yielding me 
the time. I will not take the entire 
minute, but I do want to say just two 
quick things. 

My compliments and gratitude to the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN) 
and the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
HOYER) and the gentlewoman from 
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA) for their ef-
fort in moving this legislation through 
and for taking the time to come down 
to the House floor this afternoon and 
saying the words that they have spo-
ken. It is greatly appreciated. 

I also want to make a comment 
about our counterparts on the Senate 
side, and I know we are not supposed to 
mention the senators, but the effort 
they are making on that side to move 
this legislation through there, as well. 

The last comment I would like to 
make is that I would invite my col-
leagues, the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN), the gentlewoman from 
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA) and the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), 
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that when the trail is finally done that 
the four of us stand at Ft. McHenry 
and sing for our constituents the Star-
Spangled Banner. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HANSEN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
welcome my colleague into the Third 
Congressional District of Maryland to 
participate. We do have, of course, Flag 
Day. We invite all Americans to join us 
in a pause for the pledge to the flag and 
our national anthem. 

Let me assure my colleague that I 
checked with the Parliamentarian and 
we can mention the names of senators 
if they are sponsors of a comparable 
bill in the other body. So it was within 
the rules of the House to mention our 
senators. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HANSEN. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Maryland. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank the gentleman for his 
kind invitation. I think, rather than 
singing it, he would probably prefer to 
have me say it if he heard me sing be-
fore. He might play the piano, too. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman would continue to yield, 
the gentlewoman has a wonderful 
voice. I know the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. CARDIN) has a wonderful 
voice, and I know the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER) has a wonderful 
voice. So we will work it out. 

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no further requests for 
time, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, let me thank all those 
who have participated in the very in-
spiration and interesting speeches we 
heard. 

I look forward to the four of my col-
leagues singing the Star-Spangled Ban-
ner. And in the previous bill we just 
passed, I would assume the gentle-
woman from New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON) 
will then join and sing the theme song 
from Route 66, as long as we are going 
that way.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill is considered 
as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment and is considered as having 
been read. 

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as 
follows:

H.R. 791
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Star-Spangled 
Banner National Historic Trail Study Act of 
1999’’. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 
Congress finds that—
(1) the British invasion of Maryland and 

Washington, District of Columbia, during the 
War of 1812 marks a defining period in the his-
tory of our Nation, the only occasion on which 
the United States of America has been invaded 
by a foreign power; 

(2) the Star-Spangled Banner National His-
toric Trail traces the arrival of the British fleet 
in the Patuxent River in Calvert County and St. 
Mary’s County, Maryland, the landing of Brit-
ish forces at Benedict, the sinking of the Chesa-
peake Flotilla at Pig Point in Prince George’s 
County and Anne Arundel County, Maryland, 
the American defeat at the Battle of 
Bladensburg, the siege of the Nation’s Capital, 
Washington, District of Columbia (including the 
burning of the United States Capitol and the 
White House), the British naval diversions in 
the upper Chesapeake Bay leading to the Battle 
of Caulk’s Field in Kent County, Maryland, the 
route of the American troops from Washington 
through Georgetown, the Maryland Counties of 
Montgomery, Howard, and Baltimore, and the 
city of Baltimore, Maryland, to the Battle of 
North Point, and the ultimate victory of the 
Americans at Fort McHenry on September 14, 
1814, where a distinguished Maryland lawyer 
and poet, Francis Scott Key, wrote the words 
that captured the essence of our national strug-
gle for independence, words that now serve as 
our national anthem, the Star-Spangled Ban-
ner; and 

(3) the designation of this route as a national 
historic trail—

(A) would serve as a reminder of the impor-
tance of the concept of liberty to all who experi-
ence the Star-Spangled Banner National His-
toric Trail; and 

(B) would give long overdue recognition to the 
patriots whose determination to stand firm 
against enemy invasion and bombardment pre-
served this liberty for future generations of 
Americans. 
SEC. 3. DESIGNATION OF TRAIL FOR STUDY. 

Section 5(c) of the National Trails System Act 
(16 U.S.C. 1244(c)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraph (36) (as added 
by section 3 of the El Camino Real Para Los 
Texas Study Act of 1993 (107 Stat. 1497)) as 
paragraph (37) and in subparagraph (C) by 
striking ‘‘detemine’’ and inserting ‘‘determine’’; 

(2) by designating the paragraphs relating to 
the Old Spanish Trail and the Great Western 
Scenic Trail as paragraphs (38) and (39), respec-
tively; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(40) STAR-SPANGLED BANNER NATIONAL HIS-

TORIC TRAIL.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Star-Spangled Banner 

National Historic Trail, tracing the War of 1812 
route from the arrival of the British fleet in the 
Patuxent River in Calvert County and St. 
Mary’s County, Maryland, the landing of the 
British forces at Benedict, the sinking of the 
Chesapeake Flotilla at Pig Point, the American 
defeat at the Battle of Bladensburg, the siege of 
the Nation’s Capital, Washington, District of 
Columbia (including the burning of the United 
States Capitol and the White House), the British 
naval diversions in the upper Chesapeake Bay 
leading to the Battle of Caulk’s Field in Kent 
County, Maryland, the route of the American 
troops from Washington through Georgetown, 
the Maryland Counties of Montgomery, How-
ard, and Baltimore, and the city of Baltimore, 
Maryland, to the Battle of North Point, and the 
ultimate victory of the Americans at Fort 
McHenry on September 14, 1814. 

‘‘(B) AFFECTED AREAS.—The trail crosses 8 
counties within the boundaries of the State of 
Maryland, the city of Baltimore, Maryland, and 
Washington, District of Columbia. 

‘‘(C) COORDINATION WITH OTHER CONGRESSION-
ALLY MANDATED ACTIVITIES.—The study under 
this paragraph shall be undertaken in coordina-
tion with the study authorized under section 603 
of the Omnibus Parks and Public Lands Man-
agement Act of 1996 (16 U.S.C. 1a-5 note; 110 
Stat. 4172) and the Chesapeake Bay Gateways 
and Watertrails Network authorized under the 
Chesapeake Bay Initiative Act of 1998 (16 U.S.C. 
461 note; 112 Stat. 2961). Such coordination shall 
extend to any research needed to complete the 
studies and any findings and implementation 
actions that result from the studies and shall 
use available resources to the greatest extent 
possible to avoid unnecessary duplication of ef-
fort. 

‘‘(D) DEADLINE FOR STUDY.—Not later that 2 
years after funds are made available for the 
study under this paragraph, the study shall be 
completed and transmitted with final rec-
ommendations to the Committee on Resources in 
the House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources in the Sen-
ate.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. During consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the 
Chair may accord priority in recogni-
tion to a Member offering an amend-
ment that he has printed in the des-
ignated place in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. Those amendments will be 
considered read. 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the whole may postpone a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment and 
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes 
the time for voting on any postponed 
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for 
voting on the first question shall be a 
minimum of 15 minutes. 

Are there any amendments to the 
bill? 

If not, the question is on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
STEARNS) having resumed the chair, 
Mr. BONILLA, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 791) to amend the Na-
tional Trails System Act to designate 
the route of the War of 1812 British in-
vasion of Maryland and Washington, 
District of Columbia, and the route of 
the American defense, for study for po-
tential addition to the National Trails 
System, pursuant to House Resolution 
232, he reported the bill back to the 
House with an amendment adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

The question is on the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
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third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 66 and H.R. 791, the two 
bills just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 
f 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
EDUCATION AND THE WORK-
FORCE TO HAVE UNTIL FRIDAY, 
JULY 9, 1999 TO FILE REPORT ON 
H.R. 1995, TEACHER EMPOWER-
MENT ACT 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce 
may have until 3 p.m. on Friday, July 
9, to file a report on the bill, H.R. 1995, 
the Teacher Empowerment Act, as 
amended. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
f 

WORLD WAR VETERANS PARK AT 
MILLER FIELD GATEWAY NA-
TIONAL RECREATION AREA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
STEARNS). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 231 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 592. 

b 1514 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 592) to 
designate Great Kills Park in the Gate-
way National Recreation Area as 
‘‘World War II Veterans Park at Great 
Kills’’, with Mr. BONILLA in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Utah (Mr. HANSEN) and the gentleman 
from Puerto Rico (Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELÓ) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Utah (Mr. HANSEN).

b 1515 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise in support of H.R. 592 intro-
duced by the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. FOSSELLA). H.R. 592 author-
izes the Secretary of the Interior to 

designate a portion of Gateway Na-
tional Recreation Area in New York as 
World War Veterans Park at Miller 
Field. H.R. 592 would change the name 
of this park to recognize and honor the 
veterans of our world wars who fought 
to protect and defend democracy and 
freedom. 

During markup of this bill, we ac-
commodated concerns by the adminis-
tration. This bill is now supported by 
the National Park Service and the mi-
nority. I urge all my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 592. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. I rise in support of H.R. 592. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 592 as introduced 
would have amended the act desig-
nating the Gateway National Recre-
ation Area in New York City to change 
the name of Great Kills Park to World 
War II Veterans Park at Great Kills. 

The National Park Service testified 
at the hearing of the Subcommittee on 
National Parks and Public Lands on 
May 11 that it opposed this name 
change because there is no known con-
nection between Great Kills Park and 
World War II activities or historical 
figures, nor do veteran groups have any 
known connection with the area. It was 
also noted that NPS already admin-
isters several entire national park 
units that are historically tied to 
World War II veterans. 

However, we learned at the hearing 
that there is general agreement to pro-
vide some sort of recognition to vet-
erans at a more suitable location, 
known as Miller Field, within the 
Gateway National Recreation Area. 

While the NPS appears to have ad-
ministrative authority to make such a 
change, the Committee on Resources 
adopted an amendment, drafted by the 
NPS, to designate the location as 
World War Veterans Park at Miller 
Field. Based on the representations 
made to us by the NPS, this change ap-
pears to be in keeping with NPS poli-
cies and as such we support the bill as 
amended. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. 
FOSSELLA), the sponsor of this legisla-
tion. 

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 
592 is a simple bill. If passed, it would 
rename a portion of the Staten Island 
Unit of the Gateway National Recre-
ation Area as World War Veterans 
Park at Miller Field. The purpose of 
this bill is simply to honor the brave 
men who served in World War I and 
World War II. Staten Island has a long 
and proud tradition of honoring our 
veterans, and this bill merely adds to 
that tradition. 

First, I would like to thank the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and 

the gentleman from California (Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER) of the Committee on 
Resources and the gentleman from 
Utah (Mr. HANSEN) and the gentleman 
from Puerto Rico (Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELÓ) of the Subcommittee on Na-
tional Parks and Public Lands for their 
assistance in moving this bill through 
the committee process, and, on my 
staff, Travers Garvin, for really car-
rying the load. 

Originally, as the ranking member 
indicated, H.R. 592 was intended to re-
name the Great Kills portion of the 
Gateway National Recreation Area. 
H.R. 592 would have renamed that park 
World War II Veterans Park at Great 
Kills. The National Park Service was 
concerned that the park being renamed 
should have a historical connection to 
the new name. Nevertheless in response 
to those concerns, we agreed to a com-
promise. H.R. 592 will now rename an-
other portion of the Gateway National 
Recreation Area, known as Miller 
Field. 

Miller Field was originally named 
after a World War I aviator and was 
used as a military airstrip during 
World War II. In order to recognize vet-
erans from both World War I and World 
War II, the bill seeks to rename the 
park World War Veterans Park at Mil-
ler Field. This change satisfies the Na-
tional Park Service concerns and, more 
importantly, still recognizes veterans 
from Staten Island, Brooklyn and our 
Nation. I have spoken with veterans 
who had supported the original bill and 
they have agreed to the change. 

I believe strongly that without our 
veterans’ dedication and sacrifice, we 
would not have the freedoms that we 
enjoy to this day. My concern is that 
as time goes by, perhaps the memories, 
particularly those in the World War I 
and World War II generation, may fade. 
The renaming of this park will stand as 
a timeless reminder of the heroism of 
the brave men and women who served 
our Nation. It is my wish that for gen-
erations to come, the thousands of peo-
ple who use this park will stop for a 
moment and remember the heroism of 
these men and women. 

The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that enactment of H.R. 592 will 
have no significant impact on the Fed-
eral budget. It is simple, again non-
controversial and bipartisan. The bill 
has 13 cosponsors from both sides of 
the aisle and all parts of the country. 
H.R. 592 is legislation that takes pride 
in America. Because of this, I expect it 
will be an easy vote for. I think it 
would be especially appropriate to pass 
this bill for our veterans as we head 
into the Fourth of July weekend. 

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. CROWLEY). 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the gentleman from New York’s 
legislation to honor veterans of World 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:13 Oct 04, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H30JN9.001 H30JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 14757June 30, 1999
War I and World War II by renaming 
Miller’s Field in honor of our veterans. 
As the only New York member on the 
Committee on Resources, I was happy 
to support this legislation in com-
mittee. I believe that this park will not 
only honor veterans in the New York-
New Jersey area but veterans through-
out our country. 

Recently, I had the honor to join the 
French Consul General in New York to 
present the French Medal of Honor to a 
World War I veteran who lives in 
Flushing, New York. Tragically this 
gentleman is one of only a few veterans 
of the World War I era who are still 
with us today. Men and women who 
served in World War II are rapidly pass-
ing away as well. This park will help 
honor their deeds and their fight for 
freedom which brought an end to tyr-
anny and injustice, not once but twice 
in this century. 

I am proud to join the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. FOSSELLA) in sup-
port of this proposal to honor our vet-
erans. As the largest metropolitan area 
in the United States with one of the 
largest concentrations of veterans, I 
can think of no better place to honor 
the memories of these men and women 
who fought for freedom and to remind 
future generations of the valor and her-
oism of our American soldiers. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. FOSSELLA). 

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to thank the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. CROWLEY). I know he was a 
great help at the committee in steering 
it through. We have 56,000 veterans in 
the 13th Congressional District. Again 
I can only hope and pray that we can 
do all we can to recognize their efforts. 
This bill would go a long way. I encour-
age its strong support. 

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. MCNULTY). 

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. I want to commend both the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. 
FOSSELLA) and the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. CROWLEY) and all of 
those who are supporting this legisla-
tion. It is appropriate that we take this 
up at this particular time as we ap-
proach another celebration of our Inde-
pendence Day and remember to keep 
our priorities straight. Had it not been 
for the men and women who have worn 
the uniform of the United States mili-
tary through the years, we would not 
have the privilege of going around 
bragging about how we live in the 
freest and most open democracy on the 
face of the earth. Freedom is not free. 
We paid a tremendous price for it. Not 
a day goes by that I do not remember 
all of those who, like my brother Bill, 
made the supreme sacrifice and all of 
the many veterans who served our 

country and then came back home and 
rendered such outstanding service in 
our communities and raised wonderful 
families to carry on their great tradi-
tions. 

I enthusiastically support this legis-
lation. I thank the sponsors. I urge my 
colleagues to approve it unanimously.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I have no further requests for 
time, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill is considered 
as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment and is considered read. 

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as 
follows:

H.R. 592
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF PORTION OF GATE-

WAY NATIONAL RECREATION AREA 
AS WORLD WAR VETERANS PARK AT 
MILLER FIELD. 

Section 3(b) of Public Law 92–592 (16 U.S.C. 
460cc–2(b)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(b)’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(2) The portion of the Staten Island Unit of 

the recreation area known as Miller Field is 
hereby designated as ‘World War Veterans Park 
at Miller Field’. Any reference to such Miller 
Field in any law, regulation, map, document, 
record, or other paper of the United States shall 
be considered to be a reference to ‘World War 
Veterans Park at Miller Field’.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. During consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the 
Chair may accord priority in recogni-
tion to a Member offering an amend-
ment that he has printed in the des-
ignated place in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. Those amendments will be 
considered read. 

The Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may postpone a request for a 
recorded vote on any amendment and 
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes 
the time for voting on any postponed 
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for 
voting on the first question shall be a 
minimum of 15 minutes. 

Are there any amendments to the 
bill? 

If not, the question is on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
STEARNS) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. BONILLA, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State 

of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 592) to redesignate Great 
Kills Park in the Gateway National 
Recreation Area as ‘‘World War II Vet-
erans Park at Great Kills’’, pursuant to 
House Resolution 231, he reported the 
bill back to the House with an amend-
ment adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

The question is on the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

The title of the bill was amended so 
as to read: ‘‘A bill to designate a por-
tion of Gateway National Recreation 
Area as ‘World War Veterans Park at 
Miller Field’.’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material on H.R. 592, the bill just 
passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Utah? 

There was no objection.
f 

RURAL NEVADA AGAIN UNDER 
SIEGE BY U.S. FOREST SERVICE 
(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.) 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, once 
again, the absolute greed of the Fed-
eral bureaucracy is pushing aside the 
common sense of local people on an 
issue in my district. 

I would like to share with my col-
leagues what can only be termed as an 
insensitive approach to a very personal 
and private situation of the Federal 
Agency Forest Service in my home 
State of Nevada. 

In its seemingly endless battle over 
public lands in rural Nevada, once 
again we are under siege by the Forest 
Service. But it is not commercial real 
estate or high market value land inter-
ests that we are after, it is about a 
mere two-acre cemetery. 

The Forest Service wants to sell the 
small town of Jarbidge, Nevada, two 
acres to buy its own cemetery where 
the parents and grandparents of this 
small rural town have been laid to rest 
since the beginning of this century. 

The Federal Government already 
owns nearly 90,000 square miles of Ne-
vada’s lands. Nevadans are not asking 
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for much, a mere two acres to be exact, 
a two-acre cemetery already occupied 
for nearly a century by parents and 
grandparents of many Nevadans. 

On behalf of the families of Jarbidge, 
I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting H.R. 1231 to convey these two 
acres out of the millions they own.
WHERE I STAND—MIKE O’CALLAGHAN: USFS 

PICKS NEW FIGHT 
(Mike O’Callaghan is the Las Vegas Sun 

executive editor) 
About the time it appears there is some 

justice and common sense ruling north-
eastern Nevada, along comes another goofy 
act. 

A couple of weeks ago this column praised 
the Nevada Supreme Court for settling a dis-
pute started three years ago by a few Elko 
County residents who saw a conspiracy 
under every rock in that huge area. After 
using and abusing the power of a local grand 
jury the district judge was slapped and four 
state employees were given back their lives 
by the Supreme Court. 

That whole mess was started by a business-
man who believed the state and federal con-
servation agencies were conspiring to de-
stroy the county when acting to protect the 
environment. He wrote a letter to the county 
commissioners calling for a grand jury be-
cause the conservation agencies, especially 
the Nevada Division of Wildlife and the U.S. 
Forest Service, and environmental groups 
were ruining almost everything held dear by 
the people of that area. Those suffering eco-
nomically, according to the writer, were the 
ranching, mining, and business communities 
and all of the taxpayers. 

The grand jury was called and it acted as 
wild as the charges made in the letter. While 
all of this was going on, the U.S. Forest 
Service sat on its hands and took no action 
to replace a road damaged by a flood in 1995. 
This resulted in the county going to fix the 
road running alongside the West Fork of the 
Jarbidge River. Immediately another federal 
agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
came unglued because it said the roadwork 
was hurting the bull trout habitat. Eventu-
ally this mess was calmed down and on the 
surface appears straightened out because the 
state also had a role to play. 

So now everything is hunky-dory between 
the federal conservation agencies and Elko 
County? Not really. There’s the small issue 
over cemetery land at Jarbidge. Yes, a very 
small two acres that Rep. Jim Gibbons wants 
turned over to the county. Here are Gibbon’s 
words before a subcommittee in Washington 
last week: 

‘‘As you may know Jarbidge is a small, 
rural community in Elko County, Nevada. 
Known historically for its contribution to 
Nevada’s mining industry, this community is 
surrounded by national forest lands and the 
Jarbidge Wilderness Area. 

‘‘Within this area is a small cemetery, 
under administration of the Forest Service, 
where generations of residents of this his-
toric community have been laid to rest. 

‘‘The earliest tombstones are dated in the 
very early 1900s, and some members of the 
Jarbidge community claim that this land 
has been used as a cemetery long before its 
designation as Forest Service land. 

‘‘Since 1915 the Jarbidge Cemetery has 
been operated under a permit to Elko County 
by a Special Use authorization which runs 
periodically for 10 and occasionally 20 years. 

‘‘In an effort to remove the uncertainty 
about the continued existence of this ceme-
tery and to resolve the operational responsi-

bility, the residents of Jarbidge have long 
expressed an interest in having two acres, 
containing the cemetery, conveyed to the 
county so they might have a permanent, pri-
vate cemetery. 

‘‘Madame Chairman, that is why I have in-
troduced HR 1231, a bill that would direct the 
Secretary of Agriculture to convey approxi-
mately two acres of National Forest lands to 
Elko County, Nevada, or continued use as a 
cemetery.’’

No problem for this small request coming 
from a state with thousands of square miles 
controlled by the federal government. Guess 
again. USFS Deputy Chief Ron Stewart tes-
tified against HR 1231 because his agency ex-
pects to be paid fair market price of those 
two acres. His testimony doesn’t describe 
how you put a price on a cemetery that’s 
just a bit less than 100 years old. What it 
does reveal is a petty attitude by a large fed-
eral agency that continues to result in even 
its rational decisions being questioned by 
the people in and around little Jarbidge. 

Gibbons could hardly believe Forest Serv-
ice officials were making the demand but it 
they were, he added, they ‘‘should hang their 
heads. These people are asking for a ceme-
tery, not for land to build commercial or res-
idential enterprises. . . . ’’

Because of the actions of Elko’s runaway 
grand jury I began to wonder what was in the 
water the jurors were drinking. This most 
recent action by the Forest Service in Wash-
ington has convinced me that its decision 
makers are drinking straight from the pol-
luted Potomac River. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

b 1530 

THE PRESIDENT’S PLAN TO MOD-
ERNIZE AND STRENGTHEN MEDI-
CARE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want-
ed to start this afternoon by talking 
about the President’s plan to mod-
ernize and strengthen Medicare for the 
next century which he announced at a 
press conference that was held at the 
White House yesterday; and let me say, 
Mr. Speaker, if I can, that I strongly 
welcome this proposal. I think it is a 
very good proposal and specifically 
with regard to the new prescription 
drug benefit, the effort to eliminate co-
payments and deductibles for preven-
tive care, the fact that it also includes 
the Medicare buy-in for the near elder-
ly, those who just are below the age of 
65, and the fact that by using 15 per-
cent of the projected surplus that 
Medicare is fully funded for a much 
longer period of time than would be the 
case under current conditions. All 

these things I think are a strong indi-
cation that this is a very good proposal 
which certainly the Democrats support 
and which I am hopeful that the Re-
publicans and the Republican leader-
ship will support as well so that we can 
get a bill out of committee to the floor 
and passed in this Congress. 

Let me just talk a little bit about 
some of the most important aspects of 
this Medicare proposal in my opinion. I 
think probably the most important as-
pect is the new voluntary Medicare 
Part B prescription drug benefit that is 
affordable and is available to all bene-
ficiaries. 

We all know that when you talk 
about Medicare the biggest gap, if you 
will, that exists in the Medicare pro-
gram now is the lack of a prescription 
drug benefit. When Medicare was start-
ed under President Johnson as a Demo-
cratic initiative back in the 1960s, over 
30 years ago now, prescription drugs 
were not that much a part of the aver-
age senior citizen’s budget. Medicine 
then was not so much emphasizing pre-
ventive care, particularly prescription 
drugs; and, frankly, a lot of the pre-
scriptions that we have now had not 
even been invented. So it was not an 
important issue. It was not included in 
the Medicare package at the time. 

But as time went on over the last 30 
years the lack of a prescription drug 
benefit has been a major gap causing 
senior citizens to expend a lot of 
money out of pocket, in some cases 
several thousand dollars a year. And so 
the President’s response in trying to 
include a modest prescription drug ben-
efit is commendable, it is fully paid 
for, and I think it will go far towards 
helping senior citizens and the disabled 
under Medicare to deal with this prob-
lem. 

I just wanted, if I could, to outline 
some of the high points of this. There 
is no deductible. And, well, basically 
the way it applies is that you con-
tribute initially $24 a month as the pre-
mium that you pay for this new Part B; 
and Medicare, once you participate, 
pays half of your drug costs from the 
first prescription filled each year up to 
$2,000 a year when the program begins. 
And eventually that will be phased in 
to be up to $5,000 a year in drug costs. 
And, of course, the premium will go up 
as well and could, when fully phased in 
by 2008, be as much as $44 per month. 

But what it would mean is that, when 
the program starts, is that if you pay 
$24 a month and you have as much as 
$2,000 in prescription drug costs for the 
year, half that will be paid by Medi-
care. And there is no deductible, there 
is no copay, so to speak, so that starts 
with the first prescription, that half of 
it is paid for by Medicare. 

The other thing that is important is 
that this program, if you participate in 
this new Part B benefit, will insure the 
beneficiaries a discount similar to that 
offered by many employer-sponsored 
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plans, which is estimated to be, on av-
erage, over 10 percent. So even if you 
go above the $2,000 per year, you are 
still benefiting in the discount, and of 
course the discount is your floor. So 
you are going to get a discounted price 
before you are even starting to pay for 
the prescription drugs. 

The cost I mentioned initially is $24 
per month beginning in 2002 when the 
program is set to begin. I would also 
point out that for those beneficiaries, 
for those Medicare recipients who are 
below a certain income level, there 
would be no premium. Beneficiaries 
with incomes below 135 percent of pov-
erty, and that is $11,000 for a single in-
dividual or $17,000 for a couple, would 
not pay premiums or cost sharing. 
Those with incomes between 135 and 
150 percent of poverty would receive 
premium assistance as well. So in 
many ways this is modeled after the 
so-called QMB program with Part B of 
Medicare where, if you are below a cer-
tain income, you do not pay the pre-
mium at all, and then there is assist-
ance for those a little bit above that 
level to pay part of the premium. 

Finally, I wanted to mention with re-
gard to the prescription drug benefit 
that it would provide financial incen-
tives for employers to retain their re-
tiree health coverage if they provide a 
prescription drug benefit to retirees 
that was at least equivalent to the new 
Medicare outpatient drug benefit. This 
would save money for the program. So 
we would encourage those who already 
provide or have a prescription drug 
benefit as part of their pension or re-
tirement health benefits, that would be 
incentives for employers to keep that 
benefit. 

Now some may say, ‘‘Well, how many 
Medicare recipients would actually 
benefit from this prescription drug pro-
gram and would see fit to opt for it be-
cause it is voluntary?’’ And we esti-
mate, the President estimates, that 
most Medicare beneficiaries will 
choose the drug option because of its 
attractiveness and affordability. Older 
and disabled Americans rely so heavily 
on medications that about 31 million 
beneficiaries would benefit from this 
coverage every year. So there are 
about 31 million, which is the majority 
of Medicare recipients, who would find 
that if they pay this premium per 
month, or if they were eligible to not 
have to pay the premium, that they 
would end up saving money and opt for 
the Part B prescription drug benefit. 

Now let me talk a little more about 
some of the other major aspects of this, 
the President’s Medicare proposal, that 
I think are worthy of note. One of the 
things that is changing, and I think for 
the good with regard to health care, 
and that is not only for seniors and the 
disabled, for everyone, is the renewed 
emphasis on prevention. A few years 
ago, preventive medicine was not real-
ly in vogue. Some people did it, some 

people did not, but it was not thought 
about a great deal. But increasingly we 
know that if people take preventive 
measures, and prescription drugs are 
really part of that, I mean then they 
avoid hospitalization, they avoid nurs-
ing home care, they avoid expensive 
treatment. 

Well, the President, when he unveiled 
his Medicare expansion and moderniza-
tion proposal yesterday at the White 
House, said that it would include the 
elimination of all cost sharing for pre-
ventive benefits in Medicare, and that 
means basically that there would be no 
copayments and deductibles for preven-
tive services covered by Medicare. And 
just to give you examples, that would 
include cancer screening, bone mass 
measurements, pelvic exams, prostate 
cancer screening, diabetes self-manage-
ment benefits, mammograms. Any-
thing that is preventive we would 
eliminate the deductible and the co-
payment. 

I think that is significant, not maybe 
as significant as the drug benefit, but 
kind of that goes along with it, because 
what it means is we do not want to dis-
courage people because they have to 
shell out a certain amount of money 
into not taking preventive measures, 
and the reason makes sense, not only 
for them individually, but also because 
it saves the government money be-
cause, if they do these types of 
screenings, maybe they avoid hos-
pitalization and expensive operations 
that Medicare would have to pay down 
the road. 

So I think it makes a lot of sense, 
and let me just mention two other 
things. One is the Medicare buying pro-
posal. This is something that is not 
new. The President proposed it in his 
State of the Union address, but he is 
reiterating it once again, and it will be 
part of this legislation that is sent up 
to Congress. And that says that Ameri-
cans between the ages of 62 to 65 would 
be able to buy into the Medicare pro-
gram for approximately $300 per month 
if they agree to pay a small risk ad-
justment payment once they become 
eligible for the traditional Medicare at 
65. So people in those years would be 
able to buy into Medicare. Displaced 
workers between 55 and 62 who had in-
voluntarily lost their jobs and insur-
ance would buy in at a slightly higher 
premium, about $400 a month, and re-
tirees over age 55 who had been prom-
ised health care in the retirement 
years would be provided access to 
COBRA continuation coverage if their 
old firm reneged on their commitment. 
So, again, we are reiterating this buy-
ing proposal for the near elderly, very 
important because so many of those 
people do not have health insurance. 

And last thing, and then I would like 
to yield to one of my colleagues, is 
that the President reiterated once 
again that he will dedicate 15 percent 
of this growing surplus over 15 years to 

Medicare, and that will ensure the life 
of the Medicare trust fund until at 
least 2027. So we are extending the life 
of the Medicare trust fund. It means 
that Medicare remains solvent for al-
most another 30 years, terribly signifi-
cant. 

So many senior citizens come up to 
me and say that they are worried 
about, as my colleagues know, whether 
Medicare is going to be there, and of 
course younger people as well. It is 
probably more of a problem for young-
er people than it is for senior citizens 
right now. But this proposal which the 
President put forward would keep 
Medicare intact and fully paid for until 
the year 2027. 

So I think it is a great idea. I am 
sure going to see a lot more Democrats 
coming up and saying that they sup-
port it, and hopefully we will get sup-
port from the Republican leadership as 
well. 

Madam Speaker, I wanted to go into 
some more details about the Presi-
dent’s Medicare plan because I think 
that it is so important. Many people, 
many Members of Congress, I am sure, 
hear from their constituents about the 
problems that their constituents have 
because of gaps in Medicare, particu-
larly with regard to the prescription 
drug benefit. But the bottom line is 
that the President’s plan is seeking to 
modernize and strengthen Medicare in 
a lot of different ways, as my col-
leagues know. And if I could just high-
light some of the other things that 
were mentioned yesterday by the 
President when he had the press con-
ference at the White House?

b 1545 

A lot of the Medicare modernization 
program that he has put forward seeks 
to modernize and strengthen Medicare 
by making it more competitive and ef-
ficient. 

I know that those are words that are 
often thrown out around here and peo-
ple mention that all the time, but I 
think that it is important to kind of 
stress some of the efforts that the 
President is putting forth that would 
also make the Medicare program more 
competitive and efficient, if I could at 
this time. 

One of the things that he stressed 
was giving traditional Medicare new 
private sector purchasing and quality 
improvement tools. The proposal would 
make the traditional fee-for-service 
program more competitive through the 
use of market-oriented purchasing and 
quality improvement tools to improve 
care and constrain costs. It would pro-
vide new or broader authority for com-
petitive pricing, incentives for bene-
ficiaries to use physicians who provide 
high quality care at reasonable costs 
and coordinating care for beneficiaries 
with chronic illnesses and other best 
practice private sector purchasing 
mechanisms. 
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Essentially, what he is trying to do is 

to make Medicare more competitive, 
more efficient, by bringing in some pri-
vate sector tools. That is estimated to 
save about $25 billion over 10 years. 

The second area where this competi-
tiveness comes into play is by extend-
ing competition to Medicare managed 
care plans by establishing a competi-
tive defined benefit while maintaining 
a viable traditional program. The com-
petitive defined benefit proposal would, 
for the first time, inject true price 
competition amongst managed care 
plans in Medicare. Plans would be paid 
for covering Medicare’s defined bene-
fits, including a new subsidized drug 
benefit which we mentioned, and would 
compete by offering lower cost and 
higher quality. 

Price competition would make it 
easier for beneficiaries to make in-
formed choices about their plan op-
tions and would, over time, save money 
for both the beneficiaries and the pro-
gram. 

The competitive defined benefit 
would do so by providing beneficiaries 
with 75 cents of every dollar of savings 
that result from choosing lower cost 
plans. Beneficiaries opting to stay in 
the traditional fee-for-service program 
would be able to do so without an in-
crease in premiums. There is a savings 
from that of $8 billion over 10 years 
starting in the year 2003. 

Then there are two more points, if I 
could, and then I would yield to some 
of my colleagues who I see are joining 
me on the floor to discuss this. 

The third point is that the Presi-
dent’s proposal constrains outyear pro-
gram growth but more moderately 
than the balanced budget amendment 
which we adopted in 1997. To ensure 
that program growth does not signifi-
cantly increase over most of the Medi-
care provisions of the Balanced Budget 
Act, which expire in 2003, the proposal 
includes outyear policies that protect 
against a return to unsustainable 
growth rates but are more modest than 
those included in the Balanced Budget 
Act of 1997. 

I do not want to keep going into all 
of the details of this, but I think that 
the President again should be com-
mended for trying to bring a more com-
petitive and efficient approach into the 
Medicare program. And that is one of 
the reasons that we are able to save 
some money. 

So, in essence, what he is doing here 
is bringing a significant amount of the 
surplus, 15 percent, into the Medicare 
program to make sure that the pro-
gram is solvent, to expand the benefits 
to include the drug benefit, but at the 
same time trying to make the program 
more competitive and efficient and 
saving money. 

That would be also brought back into 
the program for these extra benefits 
like prescription drugs, as well as to 
keep the program solvent until the 
year 2027. 

Obviously this is the type of thing 
that is very important, and I think 
only helps in the overall effort to 
strengthen and modernize the Medicare 
program. 

It is interesting because many of us 
on the Democratic side have been talk-
ing about the need to include a pre-
scription drug benefit, and our effort, 
and I see my colleague, the gentleman 
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) is here, actu-
ally goes back to, I think it was some-
time in May, around Mother’s Day, 
when there was a report put out by the 
Older Women’s League, OWL, and I had 
come to the floor at that time to spe-
cifically point out how the gaps in the 
Medicare program have a particularly 
negative impact on older women, which 
the OWL report highlighted. 

Most of what was discussed was the 
problem in terms of out-of-pocket costs 
for prescription drugs. 

The other thing that the OWL report 
pointed out is that many of the lowest 
income senior citizens again are 
women and those are the very women 
who would benefit most from this pre-
scription drug benefit and would not 
have to pay at all because they fall 
below the poverty level and would not 
even have to pay the $24 monthly pre-
mium. 

So all in all, this is a great program. 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. PALLONE. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Maine, who came down 
here to join me and discuss this. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PALLONE) for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good day. The 
President’s proposal to reform Medi-
care is a giant step forward to preserve, 
protect and strengthen a program that 
is one of the best things that we do, 
that the Federal Government does, for 
senior citizens. 

Together, Medicare and Social Secu-
rity keep 40 to 50 percent of our seniors 
out of poverty and yet these programs 
both face some challenges. In the case 
of Social Security, the challenge is 
largely demographic, simply more peo-
ple are growing older. And as the baby 
boom generation retires, there will be 
extra pressure on the program. 

Medicare has a demographic problem 
but also a cost problem and a quality 
problem. 

I thought what I would do today is 
talk a little bit about the prescription 
drug benefit that is contained in the 
President’s proposal and then talk a 
little bit about some other aspects of 
the proposal that I think are very im-
portant. 

Last year, I asked for a study in my 
district on the cost of prescription 
drugs to the elderly, and that study 
was done by the Democratic staff of 
the Committee on Government Reform, 
and they found that, on average, sen-
iors are paying twice as much for their 

prescription medications as the drug 
companies’ best customers, and the 
best customers are hospitals, HMOs, 
and the Federal Government through 
the purchases it makes for veterans or 
through medicaid. 

As a consequence, I introduced last 
year and again this year what is now 
H.R. 664, the Prescription Drug Fair-
ness for Seniors Act. Now, this legisla-
tion would allow pharmacies to buy 
drugs for Medicare beneficiaries at the 
best price given to the Federal Govern-
ment. We think it would reduce pre-
scription drug prices for seniors by 40 
percent, 40 percent, at virtually no cost 
to the Federal Government. 

Now, when I introduced this legisla-
tion, I thought we would have some 
support on the Republican side of the 
aisle, because I thought, naively, that 
a bill which provided a substantial dis-
count on prescription drugs to seniors, 
at virtually no cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment, with no new bureaucracy, 
would have broad bipartisan support, 
but that has not happened. 

I am very pleased that in the Presi-
dent’s proposal this concept, though 
not the bill, is included. The concept is 
included in the President’s proposal by 
the suggestion that Medicare would 
contract with pharmacy benefit man-
agers and that those pharmacy benefit 
managers would get at least a 10 per-
cent discount from the manufacturers 
for prescription drugs. 

I think we could do better. I think we 
could be more aggressive, but it is real-
ly a step in the right direction. 

The President’s prescription drug 
benefit is a modest step, but again the 
right sort of step. What he is proposing 
is this: For an initial premium of $24, 
rising to $44 by 2009, Medicare bene-
ficiaries could sign up for a prescrip-
tion drug benefit that would pay them 
initially $1,000 maximum toward their 
prescription drug costs, one half of 
their total costs, covered costs, and 
that benefit would rise to $2,500 by the 
year 2009. 

So for those seniors who have $2,000 
in prescription drug costs right now or 
$5,000 in prescription drug costs by the 
year 2009, the government would basi-
cally pay one half of all their costs in 
return for a modest premium. That is a 
good plan and a real step forward. 

What is interesting is the reaction of 
the Republicans to these various pro-
posals. On the one hand, the Repub-
lican reaction to the President’s plan 
has been, well, two-thirds of seniors 
have coverage for their prescription 
drugs; we do not need this plan. But 
the two-thirds is not quite right. 

Thirty-seven percent of all seniors 
have no coverage at all for their pre-
scription medications. That percentage 
in rural areas is 50 percent. Fifty per-
cent of seniors in rural areas have no 
coverage whatsoever. 

Another significant percentage have 
inadequate coverage. So at the very 
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least, we are talking about half the 
seniors on Medicare and we cannot just 
dismiss them out of hand and say be-
cause it is only half the seniors on 
Medicare we should therefore forget 
about them. These seniors have very 
serious problems paying for their food 
and for their medication. 

A couple of stories. I have seniors in 
my district who have written me, 
women who have written me and said, 
I do not want my husband to know, but 
I am not taking my prescription medi-
cation because my husband is sicker 
than I am, and we cannot both afford 
our medications. 

It should not be that way in this 
country, not when all of those people 
are already on a Federal health care 
plan called Medicare. 

The Republican reaction to our bill, 
which has virtually no cost to the Fed-
eral Government, is, oh, dear, it may 
involve price controls, which it does 
not; pharmaceutical companies may 
not be as willing to do research and de-
velopment. I do not believe that for a 
moment. 

They have not signed on to a bill 
with virtually no cost to the Federal 
Government, and when it comes to the 
President’s plan they say it costs too 
much. 

What is uniform here is a refusal to 
recognize the seriousness of the prob-
lem that seniors are having paying for 
their prescription medications and 
their food and their rent or whatever, 
an unwillingness to come to grips with 
it. The President’s plan comes to grips 
with this problem. He is basically say-
ing, if we were inventing Medicare 
today, no one, no one, would leave out 
a prescription drug benefit. 

?????o the question in this time of 
unprecedented economic growth, with 
budget projections that are better than 
any this country has seen in the last 30 
or 40 or 50 years, the question is, can-
not we take care of our seniors? I real-
ly believe that we can. 

There is another piece of the proposal 
that I wanted to mention. I think this 
is an important piece of the proposal. 
What the President is saying is we need 
a competitive defined benefit plan. It 
builds on the security and the stability 
that we have in Medicare today. 

Now, what do I mean by that? Well, 
today the benefits that people have 
under Medicare remain the same, from 
year to year to year, unless Congress 
acts to change them. There is stability. 
There is predictability. There is con-
tinuity in that benefit structure. But if 
private insurance companies come into 
Medicare, take over Medicare, what we 
will find is the benefits will start 
changing; prescription drugs that are 
covered today will not be covered next 
year; the benefits will change; the pre-
miums will change, and we will wind 
up with confusion, with lack of clarity, 
with instability and with lack of pre-
dictability. That is not what seniors in 
this country need. 

Now, what the President is saying to 
the extent that there are managed care 
companies, HMOs, operating under 
Medicare, and that is about 14 percent 
of the Medicare market right now, they 
ought to be providing a basic, defined 
benefit plan which cannot be changed. 
Stability, continuity, predictability, 
that is the kind of competition we 
need, over price, over quality, but not 
over variation in benefits.

b 1600 

Private health insurance companies 
will also act to exclude the sickest and 
the poorest and to cover the healthy 
and the wealthy. That, again, is not 
what our seniors need. We want the eq-
uity of this existing Medicare system 
to continue under any reform proposal. 

What is exciting about the Presi-
dent’s proposal is that he has made the 
commitment to preserve the equity in 
the system, he has made the commit-
ment to expand and improve on the 
benefit structure by adding a Medicare 
benefit, and he has also insured the sol-
vency of Medicare out to the year 2027. 

This is a remarkable achievement. 
We should not let this opportunity pass 
by. We have a chance in this country 
now to take the two programs that 
mean the most to our seniors, social 
security and Medicare, and use the sur-
plus that we have, set it aside, save it, 
and take care of these two major com-
mitments of the Federal government. 

The message is clear, first things 
first. We have a commitment to our 
seniors, social security, and Medicare. 
We have the resources to make sure 
that the government follows through 
on that commitment, and we ought not 
to let this opportunity pass by. I thank 
the gentleman very much for yielding 
to me. 

Mr. PALLONE. I just wanted to 
thank the gentleman from Maine. He 
has been the leader on this whole issue 
of the high cost of prescription drugs. 
He introduced a bill, I think he gave us 
the number, but I call it the Allen bill, 
because he is the prime sponsor. I am a 
cosponsor of that bill. I think it is a 
very important piece of legislation in 
terms of the effort to try to control 
prices of drugs, which are out of hand, 
particularly for senior citizens. 

I am really glad that the gentleman 
talked about how the President’s bill, 
even though it is different, or the 
President’s proposal, even though it is 
different, tries to get at the costs. One 
of the things we mentioned was this 
whole discount that would be available, 
as well as the competitiveness. 

The gentleman’s proposal as well as 
this one I think kind of follow on each 
other in an effort to try to achieve the 
same goal. I just wanted to say, I want-
ed to yield to the gentleman from 
Texas, but I know a lot of people, and 
I have already heard that from some of 
the Republicans, and I am not saying 
all of them, because I think we are 

going to actually get some Republican 
support on this, and hopefully a lot of 
it. But I have heard the same thing, 
this does not help everyone, this only 
helps 50 percent of the people. 

The President said yesterday, this 
was a modest proposal. This was not a 
proposal to try to cover everyone, but 
it is modest and it is paid for. That is 
the main thing. 

He went out of his way in the docu-
ment that was presented to us yester-
day and in the discussions we have had 
since then to show in detail how every 
penny of this thing is paid for. I think 
that is important, because we know 
that everything is not endless around 
here and we have to pay for things. 

The fact of the matter is something 
like 31 million seniors would benefit 
from this program, a majority. To me 
that is a strong beginning, and some-
thing that we should support. I appre-
ciate what the gentleman said. 

I yield to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DOGGETT). 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, if I 
might address some queries to both 
gentlemen, first, if I understand the 
legislation of the gentleman from 
Maine, it does not involve any cost to 
the taxpayer at all. Is that correct? 

Mr. ALLEN. I would agree with that, 
except there might be some small ad-
ministrative cost, but virtually no 
cost. 

Mr. DOGGETT. There are various 
ways to deal with this problem, but 
what the gentleman is spotlighting, 
those least able to pay get charged the 
most. I know one very commonly pre-
scribed medication for those over 65 
having to do with cholesterol, that it is 
300 percent more if one is a senior pay-
ing individually than if one is in some 
kind of group health insurance plan, 
like many of my folks are there in cen-
tral Texas. 

So, for example, I have here in Wash-
ington today a number of teachers 
from our public schools. They have a 
better arrangement probably now 
through their group and health insur-
ance to get prescriptive drugs than 
they would have as an individual re-
tiree once they are on Medicare, be-
cause there is no Medicare coverage, 
and they are going to be charged all 
the market will bear when they are 
having to bargain for themselves indi-
vidually, is that not correct? 

Mr. ALLEN. The gentleman has it, 
that is right. 

Mr. DOGGETT. But that is not true 
for veterans, is it? We also have some 
veterans here today from central 
Texas. A veteran going through the 
Veterans Administration can avoid 
that problem to some extent, can he 
not? 

Mr. ALLEN. To some extent. Cer-
tainly some veterans get their pre-
scription drugs free through the Vet-
erans Administration. It does not apply 
to all veterans, but it does apply to 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:13 Oct 04, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00045 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H30JN9.001 H30JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE14762 June 30, 1999
some. There are some benefits for vet-
erans, that is true. 

Mr. DOGGETT. How is it that the 
Veterans Administration is able to get 
these prescription drugs at a more rea-
sonable price than an individual vet-
eran not covered, or someone who is on 
Medicare and not covered can get 
them? 

Mr. ALLEN. If the gentleman will 
yield again, basically this is a question 
of market power. The best prices are 
given by the manufacturers, the phar-
maceutical manufacturers, to hos-
pitals, HMOs, or the Federal govern-
ment, all of which have some negoti-
ating power. 

What my legislation does and what 
the President’s proposal does, to an ex-
tent, is basically say, for those people 
who are already under a Federal health 
care plan, namely, Medicare, they 
ought to get a similar discount. That is 
all that we are saying with the legisla-
tion that I have introduced. 

Mr. DOGGETT. So to all those major 
interest groups that are opposing the 
gentleman’s legislation and saying we 
are going to have cost controls and we 
are going to threaten research and all 
these various straw men that they 
raise to oppose doing something for 
seniors who have to pay the most when 
they have the ability to pay the least, 
the gentleman is saying, really, he is 
going to let the market work, but he is 
going to bring a little equity in the 
bargaining power to the marketplace. 

Then I would ask the gentleman, and 
I appreciate very much the gentle-
man’s leadership on this measure, I 
would ask the gentleman from New 
Jersey about why it is, at a time when 
Congress has recessed early, before peo-
ple have left work in Austin, Texas, 
and in much of the country, I think 
Congress recessed today again just 
after doing very, very little and noth-
ing very meaningful for the American 
people. We were not here on Monday. 
There is some debate whether we will 
be here on Friday. 

Why is it that there can be an issue 
as important as providing prescription 
drugs for those who are over 65 and ad-
dressing the concerns through a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights of those of all 
ages who rely on managed care, why is 
it that the Congress is not out here 
having a full debate, where Repub-
licans and Democrats are debating 
about what the best way is to solve 
this problem? 

Mr. PALLONE. I think the answer is 
very simple. That is that the Repub-
lican leadership in the case of the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, the HMO reform, 
simply does not want to bring up the 
bill because they do not want it to 
pass. They know if the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights, the HMO reform, comes up and 
it is considered, it will pass, so they ex-
ercise their leadership by not bringing 
it up. 

I think the reason they do it is very 
simple: They are beholden to the insur-

ance companies. They are beholden to 
the HMOs. They spend, the HMOs spend 
millions of dollars on advertising and 
influencing congressional races. They 
do not want this legislation brought to 
the floor because they know it will 
pass. 

Mr. DOGGETT. At least in terms of 
the time available here, there is no rea-
son why we could not have already con-
sidered the Patients’ Bill of Rights. 
And as far as prescription drugs, 
whether it is the approach the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) has 
taken, the approach that the President 
has recently indicated he supported, or 
any number of other avenues, there are 
other pieces of legislation introduced, 
the reason that those are not getting 
considered here on the floor has noth-
ing to do with the Congress not having 
time to consider them, does it? 

Mr. PALLONE. I do not think any-
body can make the argument that we 
do not have the time. As the gentleman 
very well pointed out, we did not meet 
Monday, we met yesterday very brief-
ly, today we adjourned at 2:30. 

Mr. DOGGETT. We will have a recess 
next week. I doubt most people will 
know we are in recess. The Congress 
has done so little so far this year, they 
probably won’t miss anything other 
than the rhetoric next week, certainly 
no meaningful action. 

Mr. PALLONE. The gentleman did 
not mention, but I could add, it took 
almost 2 weeks in the other body, the 
Senate, for the Democrats to insist 
that the Patients’ Bill of Rights be 
brought up. They almost had to fili-
buster in order to make sure that the 
bill was brought up. 

I understand that when we come 
back after the recess that there is an 
agreement to bring up the Patients’ 
Bill of Rights in the Senate, but there 
were two weeks wasted because the Re-
publican leadership would not bring it 
up. It remains to be seen whether they 
actually do when we come back. 

Mr. DOGGETT. I know next week 
during the recess here in Washington I 
am going to be meeting with seniors in 
Austin at a pharmacy to do very much 
the kind of presentation I know the 
gentleman has already done in New 
Jersey, to point out for a neighborhood 
pharmacy in Austin, Texas, the dif-
ference in the charges that seniors 
without prescription drug coverage get 
charged and that everybody else gets 
charged. It is a cruel disparity. 

I have one letter after another here 
that I expect I will have an oppor-
tunity to explore with the gentleman 
at another time as we try to draw at-
tention to the failure of the Republican 
leadership to deal with this issue; of 
people saying that they have to make 
some really critical lifetime choices, 
and sometimes it is a matter of choos-
ing food, of choosing groceries, or 
choosing prescriptive drugs. 

I think the American people should 
be appalled at the failure of this Con-

gress to come to grips with these 
issues. It is not a lack of time, it is a 
lack of leadership and a lack of inter-
est in these kinds of pressing problems 
that the American people face. I thank 
the gentleman for his leadership on 
this. 

Mr. PALLONE. I appreciate the gen-
tleman bringing this up. 

When the President unveiled his plan 
yesterday, and we were there, that was 
the reason he cited why he was dealing 
with this prescription drug benefit, be-
cause he said that when he was first 
elected he was hearing a chorus from 
different senior groups about how they 
had to decide between whether they 
were going to eat and have proper 
nourishment as opposed to paying for 
their prescription drugs. 

He vowed that he was going to make 
sure that something was done about it 
so people did not have to make that 
choice. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. BROWN). 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to thank the gentleman for his 
leadership on this issue. 

Coming from Florida, where we have 
over 3 million senior citizens, this is a 
real crucial issue for us. I can tell the 
gentleman that no matter where I go 
in Florida, the major issue is Medicare 
and what is going to happen to the pro-
gram. Really, it is not social security, 
it is not education, this is what on 
their minds, because of the cuts that 
exist in the program from the balanced 
budget amendment. 

Can the gentleman tell me a little bit 
about the President’s proposal in re-
storing some of those cuts in home 
health care? 

Mr. PALLONE. I know that concerns 
have come up with home health care, 
with some of the outpatient services, 
and also with teaching hospitals that 
have been concerned about the limita-
tions on the amount of money that 
they have available with research. 

What the President said, and I do not 
have the details in front of me, was 
that because of the infusion of funds 
from the 15 percent of the surplus, 
which is a growing amount now that 
would be dedicated to the Medicare 
program, and because of the cost sav-
ings that he was putting in place with 
the new efficiency and competitive pro-
posals that I mentioned previously, and 
others, that more money would be 
available to address some of these 
problems. 

Yesterday he did not specifically 
mention which ones would receive a 
certain amount of money, but a lot of 
things the gentlewoman mentioned, in-
cluding the home health care. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Nursing 
homes. 

Mr. PALLONE. They were men-
tioned. My understanding is that be-
cause of the savings, as well as the 
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money that is going to be made avail-
able in the surplus, because of the sur-
plus, some of those concerns can be ad-
dressed. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. A couple of 
those things that he did mention, 
which is very exciting for people in 
Florida, and one that the gentleman 
has been talking about, the prescrip-
tion drugs, which is so crucial for the 
people of Florida, I cannot tell the the 
gentleman how many times that I go 
home and this subject comes up about 
the cost of medicine. 

People join the HMOs for various rea-
sons. Basically, their prescriptions eat 
it up in a couple of months, and then 
they are left having to pay this astro-
nomical cost of medicine. So I am very 
excited about this portion of the Presi-
dent’s proposal. 

Another proposal that is very excit-
ing is that when this program started 
in 1965, a lot of the things that we have 
done in medicine were not available, so 
the prescreening portion, that people 
can go in and be screened for cancer, 
diabetes, and other things without any 
cost, that preventative part, and not be 
penalized, that preventative part I 
think is so crucial. 

Mr. PALLONE. I agree. I have to be 
honest, for the 12 years that I have 
been in Congress, I guess it is 11 years, 
the thing that always bothered me the 
most was how we did not provide any 
incentives for preventative care. 

Forgetting the health aspects, which 
of course we do not want to forget, that 
is the most important thing, but just 
looking at it from a financial perspec-
tive, every one of the things that the 
gentlewoman mentioned, if that man-
ages to catch something before it gets 
worse it is going to save us so much 
money, because down the road we 
would have to pay for the operation, 
the hospital care, the nursing home 
care, astronomical costs that can be 
saved because somebody does some 
kind of preventative screening or test-
ing. 

So what the President proposed 
makes sense. Why penalize people or 
discourage them from having those 
kinds of preventative measures? I to-
tally agree. I think that was one of the 
best aspects. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. One of the 
things that I have decided to do, Mr. 
Speaker, to highlight the program, is 
in my town meetings I am going to 
bring in seniors in Jacksonville, I am 
going to have a coffee with them, to 
discuss the proposal; in Orlando I am 
going to bring them in during a lunch-
eon. Because I think it is important 
that they not only talk with me and 
get the details of the proposal, but 
they call the other representatives in 
the area. 

I think it is very important, particu-
larly for Florida, with the number of 
elderly population that we have, and 
growing, that we get some relief. I 

think this is a way that we can go in 
Florida. I am hoping that all Members 
of the Florida delegation will support 
this proposal. Of course, the people can 
decide whether or not they think this 
is important. 

Mr. PALLONE. I agree. One of the 
things, one of the reasons I think it is 
so important that we have these kinds 
of outreach programs, is my own expe-
rience in my district. 

My district runs from very wealthy 
to very poor. A lot of the seniors who 
are below a certain income and eligible 
for what we call the QMBY program, 
where their Part B benefit was paid 
and they did not even have to put out 
a premium, were not even aware that 
that was true. They did not know that 
they were eligible to not have to pay 
the premium for the Part B doctor’s 
bills. The same is going to be true with 
this program.

b 1615 
Once we put this into place, this new 

part D, if they are below a certain 
level, I think I mentioned $11,000 for a 
single or $17,000 for a couple, they 
would not even have to pay the pre-
mium. So for the group of people that 
are in that category, this is a Godsend 
in my opinion. So it is important to 
get out there and, as the gentlewoman 
from Florida (Ms. BROWN) says, and 
talk to people about it. Because a lot of 
people are not even aware of the bene-
fits that are there for them now, let 
alone once we pass this new benefit. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I think, in the richest coun-
try in the world, it is ludicrous that 
seniors have to decide whether or not 
they are going to pay their rent, buy 
their medicine or buy food. I think we 
need to commend the President for 
coming forward with this recommenda-
tion. 

Mr. PALLONE. Absolutely. 
Ms. BROWN of Florida. So I will do 

all I can to inform the public so that 
they will call Members of Congress. A 
lot of people think that we are working 
because we are meeting 5 days a week. 
But it is not the quantity, it is the 
quality of what we are doing. If we are 
not dealing with the issues that is im-
portant to them, then we might as well 
be home doing constituent case work. 

Mr. PALLONE. Exactly. Madam 
Speaker, if the gentlewoman would 
bear with me, I mentioned earlier 
OWL, which I think stands for Older 
Women’s League. They put out this re-
port around Mother’s Day this year 
that we were talking about on the floor 
at the time to try to get some of the 
changes that the President has now 
proposed. There were just three exam-
ples. They gave some real life examples 
that were mentioned at that time. If I 
could just briefly mention them, be-
cause I think they really illustrate 
why this is so important. 

This is a woman from Montgomery, 
Alabama, Clusta, I do not know if I am 

pronouncing it right, C-L-U-S-T-A, I 
guess is her first name. She is 77, 
widow of 15 years, lives alone. Social 
Security is her sole source of income. 
Her Medicare Part A hospital coverage 
is supplemented by Blue Cross/Blue 
Shield. She pays her Medicare Part B 
premium as part of the specified low 
income Medicare beneficiaries. So that 
means that she does not get it all free, 
but she gets some assistance. So she 
does not pay the whole thing. 

But she goes on to talk about how 
valuable Medicare is, but she says it is 
not enough. She spends as much as 
$3,000 a year on her health, most of 
which goes for medicine. She takes 15 
different medications, some twice a 
day. Of course, she lives in subsidized 
housing. 

In order to be in that slim B cat-
egory, she is probably making maybe, I 
do not know, $12,000, $13,000 a year. She 
is spending $3,000 of that on prescrip-
tion drugs. I mean, it is ridiculous. My 
colleagues can see how this would ben-
efit her. 

There is this other woman, Joan, 
from southern Connecticut. She is 67, 
retired social worker, and I am going 
to skip a lot of this stuff. But she has 
an illness which she explains as too 
many infection fighting T cells that at-
tack her internal organs and her nerve 
cells. She goes on to describe her ill-
ness, but she has a supplemental insur-
ance policy which covers 80 percent of 
her medication. Otherwise, prescrip-
tion drugs would cost her $3,500 annu-
ally. But this policy, which is a 
Medigap policy, is said to expire, and 
she is now looking to replace it. 

Now, again, I think the gentleman 
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) was pointing 
out that there has been some sugges-
tion, well, a lot of seniors get prescrip-
tion drugs because they have Medigap, 
supplemental insurance that they pay, 
so what is the big deal? Well, the big 
deal is that, in many cases, they can-
not afford to buy Medigap because it is 
getting more and more expensive. A lot 
of people cannot get the coverage. 

In this woman’s case, she knows it is 
going to expire. She obviously cannot 
continue it. I mean, she would benefit 
in a major way, $3,500 a year in pre-
scription drug benefits. It is unbeliev-
able. 

Then I just want to mention one 
more, and this is a woman, Rhoda, 
from suburban Minnesota. She is 70. 
Her late husband and her both suffered 
from chronic disease. She is a breast 
cancer survivor. She talks about the 
value of Medicare. 

She said that her and her husband 
spend closes to $300 a month on pre-
scription drugs. They take three pre-
scription medications apiece everyday, 
and her husband took two insulin shots 
each day as well. The couple pay out of 
pocket for various things. 

I mean, again, I do not want to get 
into all the details, but there are just 
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so many people out there that are in 
this category. That is why we need this 
program. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. BROWN). 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I just want to add one thing. 
With all of the advances in medicine, 
some of the most beneficiary advance-
ments include our ability to detect dis-
eases before they become life threat-
ening. Under the President’s plan, 
these types of screening would also be 
covered. 

We all know that one ounce of pre-
vention is worth a pound of cure. This 
is a perfect example of how we can use 
medicine advanced to make smart and 
cost effective changes in the way we 
deliver health care. 

I really want to commend the Presi-
dent for coming forth with this rec-
ommendation, and I am hoping that we 
in the Congress will look very seriously 
at his proposal, and that the commu-
nity will get involved, and that dif-
ferent groups that support elderly get 
involved so that we can pass a bill. 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 
have to say I know that we have been 
very disappointed with the Republican 
leadership on a number of health care 
initiatives, most importantly the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights that they refuse 
to bring up, so that now we have got to 
actually sign this discharge petition 
and try to get it to the floor. 

So far, there has not been a lot of 
criticism of the President’s proposal on 
Medicare. I am hopeful, I am sort of 
crossing my fingers here and hoping 
that, at some point, we will see an ex-
pression of support for this. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I am certainly hoping that ev-
erybody from Florida will take a real 
close look at this proposal because I do 
not think it should be a Democratic or 
a Republican proposal. I think this pro-
posal should be one that benefits the 
people, particularly the people of Flor-
ida. I am just hoping that my col-
leagues will come to the table and let 
us work together for the good of the 
people of Florida and also the good of 
the people throughout the country. I 
think we can do this in a very bipar-
tisan way. 

Mr. PALLONE. I hope so. Madam 
Speaker, again, I just keep pointing 
out that the only reason that we start 
to agitate as Democrats is because we 
cannot get some of these good pro-
posals brought forward. That is cer-
tainly true with the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. But, hopefully, it does not have 
to be the case with this Medicare pro-
posal. 

I know that, initially, there was Re-
publican resistance to the idea of tak-
ing 15 percent of the surplus and using 
it for Medicare. I hope that they will 
go along with that. I hope that they 
will go along with the prescription 
drug proposal and some of these other 

very significant changes in Medicare 
that the President has proposed. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I once again want to thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PALLONE) for his leadership on this 
matter. The people in Florida owe him 
a great deal of gratitude for bringing 
this issue before the public. 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. SERRANO). 

Mr. SERRANO. Madam Speaker, I 
want to thank the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) again for leading 
us always on these very important 
issues. 

I was listening to the comments in 
my office. It dawned on me that I rep-
resent one of the youngest, if not the 
youngest, district in the Nation. Tradi-
tionally, a lot of the discussions in my 
district are about young people, and, 
therefore, day care and education and 
schools; and a lot of times, unfortu-
nately, not enough is discussed about 
the issue of senior citizens. 

Yet, it dawned on me also, as I was 
listening, like the rest of America, my 
district is aging. We are not becoming 
the younger district that we were. All 
of a sudden, this becomes a very seri-
ous issue. 

I just wanted to come down and take 
just a few minutes to say that I think 
the President has put before us an ex-
cellent plan, and there is no reason 
why we should not respond to it.

But my biggest concern continues to 
be the same concern I had when I came 
down last week and joined the gen-
tleman for the discussion on HMOs, 
managed care. The whole issue of how 
can we as the greatest Nation on earth 
continue to dodge, to duck the issue of 
providing the best, which we are capa-
ble of, medical care, the most afford-
able, which we are not doing but we are 
capable of, and the most universal 
medical care. 

If we had bad medical services in gen-
eral, if we had bad medicine and we had 
bad doctors, then maybe the plan 
would be to keep a lot of people away 
from it and not make it available to 
everybody. But that is not our case. 

So what the gentleman from New 
Jersey is doing here today, and what I 
want to join him, is to plea with the 
American people to join us in alerting 
Members of Congress to the fact that 
this time here we are dealing with yet 
another issue in the whole area of pro-
viding medical services. 

At times, we deal with the millions 
of young people and Americans who are 
not covered by medical insurance. At 
other times, we deal with the whole 
issue of the people who are not getting 
the proper services. Here we are talk-
ing about people that are covered but 
who run the risk of having this kind of 
coverage either end someday or not be 
handled properly or not be of the qual-
ity that it should be. 

We have before us a proposal that I 
think makes a major step to address 
that issue. We have an opportunity to 
deal with it in a bipartisan fashion. 

Madam Speaker, I just wanted to 
take these few minutes to join the gen-
tleman from New Jersey, to thank him 
again for bringing us together and to 
tell him to count on me and his col-
leagues to continue to put this message 
forward, that this is about saying what 
a society stands for. 

If a society cannot take care of its 
children, and we have spoken about 
that, cannot take care of its elderly, 
then it really did not accomplish what 
it set out to do. This is an opportunity, 
and we can do it. 

Mr. PALLONE. We will continue and 
bring this up on a regular basis. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. BAIRD). 

PROVISIONS FOR LANDSLIDE AND MUD SLIDE 
VICTIMS 

Mr. BAIRD. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to inform my colleagues about a 
rather unique, but important natural 
disaster that has occurred in my dis-
trict. Since actually well before I was 
sworn in, a very slow moving but pow-
erful landslide has destroyed more than 
130 homes in the city of Kelso, Wash-
ington. 

The nature of landslides is such that 
they are not well covered by coverage 
normally available through FEMA and 
HUD and other disaster relief mecha-
nisms available through the govern-
ment. The result is that these people 
have lost virtually everything they 
own. Fortunately, we have lost no 
lives. But 130 people have seen their 
dreams destroyed by this landslide. 

I have exhausted and worked very 
hard with my staff and the agencies to 
provide whatever help we can provide. 
Yet, still uncompensated and unin-
sured damages remain, and we have 
looked for ways that we might be able 
to help them. 

Therefore, we have devised some tar-
geted tax measures that would assist 
folks in this particular type of situa-
tion. It would provide targeted tax re-
lief to homeowners located in State or 
federally declared disaster areas who 
have lost their homes due to disasters 
for which insurance is not readily 
available. 

Let me underscore that. One can buy 
insurance for a great many natural dis-
asters, but landslide and mud slides, it 
is very difficult to find insurance, and 
it is very expensive if one can find it. 

Let me underscore also that normal 
FEMA coverage does not help in situa-
tions like this. The homeowners in this 
particular district have done every-
thing they can. They have done it 
right. They have played by the rules. 
They are two income families. Yet, 
they have lost everything. 

So this is what our bill would do. It 
would clarify the law to ensure that 
any mortgage forgiveness provided to 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:13 Oct 04, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00048 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H30JN9.001 H30JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 14765June 30, 1999
homeowners would not be taxable as 
income. What would happen there is, 
should a lender decide to forgive inter-
est or forgive a mortgage, under cur-
rent law, that forgiveness could be con-
sidered a gift, and the poor taxpayers 
who now have their home buried under 
mud would have to pay taxes on a 
home which has been completely oblit-
erated. It will not be a common thing, 
but if people are kind enough to step 
forward and forgive mortgage in those 
cases, it would be important. 

Additionally, this legislation would 
establish a tax credit to help those tax-
payers who required to continue paying 
mortgage payments on the destroyed 
home as they also pay rent or addi-
tional mortgage payments for a new 
residence. 

Put ourselves in the position of these 
homeowners. Again, they have played 
by the rules. Through no fault of their 
own, their primary home has been de-
stroyed. They are still having to pay 
mortgage on that home while they rent 
another residence for their family. This 
proposal would provide some tax relief 
in that circumstance. 

There is a third thing this would do. 
If one should try to claim a casualty 
loss for one’s destroyed home, under 
current law, the calculation on that 
loss is on the basis of the home. As we 
know, the basis is its initial value 
when one purchased it, not the current 
value. So what we would do is adjust 
the way that calculation is developed 
so that one could deduct, take a cas-
ualty loss based on the current value of 
the home, the most recently assessed 
value. 

These are common sense measures. 
They are fair measures. They would 
help good hard working constituents 
who played by the rules and, through 
no fault of their own, have lost vir-
tually everything they own. It would 
have minimal impact on the Treasury 
because it deals with the very small 
and specific instance in which our ex-
isting laws have not been able and our 
existing agencies have not been able to 
help these folks. 

Finally, Madam Speaker, and there 
are some cases where homeowners are 
fortunate enough to sell their home in 
these disasters, and this legislation 
would allow the homeowners to deduct 
the full value of the loss.

b 1630 

There are some complexities to it 
which we could share in accompanying 
written testimony, but my main point 
is to share the following points: 

We have homeowners who have, 
again, lost everything they owned, who 
were not able to buy insurance and for 
whom FEMA and the other disaster 
mechanisms have not been able to help. 
This is a targeted, specific and quite 
inexpensive proposal to just help those 
folks in federally- or State-declared 
disaster areas who have lost virtually 

everything try to get a little bit back 
through the structure of the tax codes. 

I thank the gentleman very much for 
yielding, and I hope the Congress will 
consider this favorably.

Madam Speaker, I rise today to inform my 
colleagues about a natural disaster situation in 
my district that warrants significant relief, and 
to introduce legislation that will provide some 
badly needed assistance to the victims of 
these disasters. 

Since even before I was sworn in as a 
member of this body, I have been working 
with a group of constituents from the City of 
Kelso, in my Southwest Washington district, to 
provide assistance to their disaster-torn com-
munity. This city has literally been torn apart 
by slow-moving landslides that resulted from 
heavy rainfalls. In fact, during the last 14 
months, more than one hundred homes have 
been destroyed by those landslides, and the 
remainder of the homes may suffer the same 
fate in the next 5 to 10 years. 

These constituents and their families have 
struggled to rebuild their lives after their 
homes or their businesses tumbled down the 
hill under tons of mud and debris, and I have 
done everything in my power to ensure that 
the federal government does everything that 
we possibly can to help them to that. 

Our Nation has experienced several very 
powerful natural disasters in the past few 
years. What differentiates these disasters in 
my district from many others is the fact that in-
surance was not readily available for this type 
of disaster—in fact, most homeowners policies 
specifically exclude mudslides as a covered 
peril—and now many of these folks have lost 
nearly everything they own. 

Therefore, Madam Speaker, I have devised 
some targeted tax measures that would assist 
folks in this type of situation. 

My legislation would provide targeted tax re-
lief to homeowners located in state or feder-
ally-declared disaster areas, which have lost 
their homes due to disasters for which insur-
ance is not readily available. I can’t emphasize 
enough—many of these folks have lost every-
thing. In most cases, any assistance received 
from FEMA or state agencies might com-
pensate for 15 to 20 cents on the dollar for 
their losses, but will only be a small step in 
helping these homeowners get back on their 
feet. 

These homeowners need a fair chance to 
get back on their feet, without continuing to 
shoulder the burden of heavy debt for a de-
stroyed residence. So this bill combines a 
number of changes to the tax code to help 
give them such an opportunity. 

First, the bill clarifies the law to ensure that 
any mortgage forgiveness provided to these 
homeowners would not be taxable as income. 
Madam Speaker, I have heard from some fi-
nancial planners in my district that in some 
cases, they have advised their clients not to 
seek forgiveness of their mortgage debt from 
their lenders for this very purpose; and I know 
for a fact that there are some local lenders 
who would generously provide such relief for 
some borrowers if, in fact, such forgiveness 
was sought by the homeowner. The Federal 
Government simply should not be taxing the 
generosity of these lenders who may provide 
relief of a disaster-victim’s heartache. To me, 

this is common sense and should be ex-
pressly defined by the tax code. 

Additionally, the legislation would establish a 
tax credit to help those taxpayers who are re-
quired to continue paying mortgage payments 
on that destroyed home as they pay rent or 
additional mortgage payments on a new resi-
dence. These are some of the most devasted 
homeowners that I have encountered. Not 
only have they lost nearly everything they 
own, but now they face years of carrying this 
heavy burden of debt in addition to the regular 
expenses of purchasing a new home and re-
building their lives. 

So I have developed a tax credit that would 
permit these taxpayers to reduce their taxes 
by the amount of the mortgage payments on 
that destroyed home in the years following a 
disaster. As I stated before, this provision 
would apply to those disasters for which insur-
ance is not readily available, and only to those 
mortgage payments made after the qualifying 
disaster. I simply believe that this is the most 
direct method of helping our constituents who 
carry this enormous burden. 

Third, the bill would adjust the computation 
of the casualty loss deduction by allowing tax-
payers to deduct the fair market value of a 
home, instead of only the basis in the home 
as permitted under current law. Again, this ap-
plies only to taxpayers facing this extreme set 
of circumstances and would not apply to tax-
payers who elect to take the credit which I dis-
cussed previously. But more importantly, this 
is a fair measure. Taxpayers who may have 
lived in a particular home for 20 or 30 years, 
who may have nearly all of their savings tied 
up in that home, deserve to get an adjusted 
deduction that accounts for the modern-day 
value of that home. 

Finally, Madam Speaker, in those cases 
where the homeowner is fortunate enough to 
sell a home located in such a devasted area, 
which may or may not have been irreparably 
damaged but may be severely devalued, this 
legislation allows taxpayers to deduct the full 
value of that loss. Current law limits taxpayers 
to a capital loss deduction of $3,000, with the 
ability to carry over any balance to future 
years. Section 5 of this measure would elimi-
nate the $3,000 limit under these narrow cir-
cumstances, so that taxpayers would be able 
to immediately deduct the full value of a loss 
taken on the sale of their property which, in 
many areas heavily impacted by natural disas-
ters, may have depreciated extensively. As 
under current law, any balance of the capital 
loss beyond taxable income would be carried 
over to future years. In my opinion, there’s no 
reason for applying this limitation to capital 
losses to natural disaster situations and, for 
that reason, I am proposing that we lift the cap 
in only these cases. 

Madam Speaker, I realize that the situation 
in Kelso may be unusual, but as such, the im-
pact of this measure on the federal govern-
ment should be limited. It’s impact, however, 
in helping to rebuild the lives of our disaster 
victims would be enormous. 

This is clearly the right thing to do to help 
our neighbors get back on their feet. As we 
wrestle with the option for spending projected 
budget surpluses in the foreseeable future, I 
ask my colleagues to consider the plight of our 
nation’s disaster victims and to support these 
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efforts to expeditiously enact the measures 
that I am proposing today. 

f 

FIBROMYALGIA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
GRANGER). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. LUCAS) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today on behalf of the approximately 
3.7 million Americans who are plagued 
by a little-known chronic disorder 
called fibromyalgia. 

Fibromyalgia is a severe form of ar-
thritis characterized by widespread 
pain and tenderness in the areas of the 
neck, spine, shoulders, and hips, as well 
as by fatigue, weakness and sleep. 

Unfortunately for these individuals 
affected by fibromyalgia, the exact 
cause of the disorder is unknown, and 
worse yet, there is no known cure; how-
ever, this much is known about 
fibromyalgia, it may be triggered by 
stress, trauma or possibly an infectious 
agent in susceptible people. 

Thanks to the efforts of organiza-
tions such as the National Arthritis 
Foundation, the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, CDC, and the 
National Institute of Arthritis and 
Muscular Skeletal and Skin Diseases, 
NIAMS, breakthroughs in treatments 
for relieving the pain of those affected 
by fibromyalgia are now more com-
monplace, thank goodness. Medical ex-
perts, for example, have determined 
that a combination of exercise, medica-
tion, physical therapy, and relaxation 
can help relieve the symptoms of 
fibromyalgia. This is very good news, 
but there is a lot of work still left to be 
done. 

I respectfully call upon my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to 
recognize the severity of the issue of 
fibromyalgia, to support individuals af-
fected by fibromyalgia through public 
awareness and education, to recognize 
the leadership of the Arthritis Founda-
tion, CDC, and the States in developing 
the National Arthritis Action Plan, 
which includes strategies to address all 
forms of arthritis, including fibromy-
algia, and to recognize the importance 
of committing resources to the Arthri-
tis Foundation, the CDC, NIAMS, and 
the relevant Federal research institu-
tions helping to pinpoint the cause of 
fibromyalgia, and eventually find a 
cure for fibromyalgia. 

Before I finish, I would like to share 
with my colleagues a story of a con-
stituent of mine, Lin Kisslinger, from 
Oklahoma City, who was diagnosed 
with fibromyalgia 9 years ago. Lin is 
an extremely courageous woman who 
has gone to great lengths to promote 
an awareness of fibromyalgia in my 
home State of Oklahoma and through-
out the country. Lin successfully 
helped establish a statewide 
fibromyalgia awareness day in Okla-

homa, and she played an integral role 
in finding the Fibromyalgia Support 
Group of South Oklahoma City. 

With Lin Kisslinger’s continued dedi-
cation to promote the awareness of 
fibromyalgia, combined with the ef-
forts of the Oklahoma City and Tulsa 
chapters of the National Arthritis 
Foundation, the National Arthritis 
Foundation itself, the CDC, and 
NIAMS, I am confident that a cure for 
fibromyalgia will be discovered sooner, 
rather than later. 

I respectfully urge my colleagues to 
support my House Resolution on 
fibromyalgia. 

f 

SUSPEND CLINTON-CASTRO MAY 
1995 MIGRATION ACCORD 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Madam Speaker, 
I rise to call for the immediate suspen-
sion by the Clinton administration of 
the May 1995 Migration Accord with 
the Cuban dictatorship and to urge the 
adoption of a serious U.S. policy of as-
sistance to the Cuban internal opposi-
tion, and other steps to accelerate the 
liberation of Cuba and an end to the 
refugee tragedy, as well as to the 
threats to U.S. national security posed 
by the Castro dictatorship, all of which 
are being covered up and ignored by 
the Clinton administration. 

This administration’s policy towards 
Cuba can no longer hold. The adminis-
tration cannot continue to sweep the 
Cuban crisis under the carpet. The 
Cuban crisis and the tragedy of the op-
pression of the Cuban people must no 
longer be treated as an immigration 
issue. We must address the issue com-
prehensively as one of vital U.S. na-
tional security, including the need to 
stop Cuban narcotrafficking, a congres-
sional hearing on which will take place 
very soon. 

Madam Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) 
and the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
GILMAN) and their staffs for their crit-
ical work on this very serious matter. 

We also have to realize that this 
problem, the problem of the Cuban dic-
tatorship, is one of biological weapons 
development, of promotion of inter-
national terrorism, of destabilization 
of the Western Hemisphere, of alliances 
with rogue states in furtherance of 
anti-American interests, and of the 
promotion of international criminal 
activity. 

The way to solve the immigration 
problem is to solve the national secu-
rity problem and the tragedy of the op-
pression of the Cuban people. Before 
Castro’s takeover of Cuba in 1959, 
never, even during the worst poverty of 
the economic depression of the 1930s, 
not only were there no rafters, there 
was not even 1 year when the U.S. 

quota allotment of immigrant visas for 
Cuba was filled. The Cuban people are 
not an emigrant people. They are des-
perately seeking freedom today due to 
the totalitarian oppression and eco-
nomic destruction caused by the Castro 
dictatorship. 

Yesterday, off the coast of Miami 
Beach, we saw an unfortunate dem-
onstration of the profoundly unaccept-
able nature of the Clinton policy of fo-
cusing on the Cuban tragedy as an im-
migration issue. The policy is deeply 
flawed. 

The United States should imme-
diately, one, first suspend the immoral 
and illegal Clinton-Castro Migration 
Accord of May 1995, which violates the 
generous tradition of the American 
people with regard to refugees from So-
viet Bloc countries and also violates 
the Cuban Adjustment Act of 1966. 

Secondly, inform Castro with all 
clarity that any attempt to fabricate a 
new crisis for the United States, such 
as by attempting to send massive 
amounts of refugees, shall be responded 
to with immediate U.S. action which 
would include a naval blockade of 
Cuba, not only of refugees which would 
be returned to the Cuban shore, but 
also of all oil shipments to the island. 

And, thirdly, initiate a serious and 
vigorous program of assistance to the 
Cuban internal opposition and other 
steps to hasten the demise of the 
Cuban dictatorship and the reestablish-
ment of democracy and the rule of law 
in Cuba. 

The time has come, Madam Speaker, 
to end the suffering and oppression of 
Cuba, not to fire water cannons and 
pepper spray on defenseless Cuban refu-
gees trying to swim to freedom.

f 

HEALTH OF THE AMERICAN 
PEOPLE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GEKAS) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. GEKAS. Madam Speaker, we 
ought to begin this presentation with 
proposing a toast, and perhaps we can 
raise our glasses to propose a toast to 
the health of the American people, be-
cause that is what this special order is 
all about, the health of the American 
people. 

For a long time now, many of us in 
the House have been about the business 
of trying to double, over a period of 5 
years, the funding for the National In-
stitutes of Health. In doing so, we are 
focusing directly on the reason for the 
toast that we made to start the pro-
ceedings, namely preventive medicine 
for the health of the American people, 
remedies for some of the maladies that 
afflict the American people, and long-
term strategies to bring about a world 
safer for our people, and to rid the 
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world eventually of all of our diseases 
that so ravage the lives of so many 
people. 

So doubling the funding for the NIH, 
for the National Institutes of Health, is 
a worthy goal and it accomplishes so 
many facets of goals for the American 
people, and for the citizens of the 
world, for that matter, that sometimes 
we wonder why there is not more sup-
port than there sometimes is shown. 
But last year, last session, we were 
successful, those of us who participate 
in this endeavor, in making the first 
downpayment on the doubling effort 
over a period of 5 years by succeeding 
in having our appropriators list $2 bil-
lion into the then budget, the down-
payment on the doubling. 

We are now in the posture where we 
must do the same thing in order to 
maintain the momentum by bringing 
about increased funding for the NIH for 
the current session. In doing so we 
have introduced H. Res. 89, I believe it 
is, which asks our Congress, our House 
of Representatives, to consider dou-
bling the funding for NIH. 

Madam Speaker, I submit for the 
RECORD the copy of H. Res. 89, which 
takes care of what we are after in the 
funding for the National Institutes of 
Health.

H. RES. 89
Whereas past investments in biomedical 

research have resulted in better health, an 
improved quality of life for all Americans, 
and a reduction in national health care ex-
penditures; 

Whereas the Nation’s commitment to bio-
medical research has expanded the base of 
scientific knowledge about health and dis-
ease and revolutionized the practice of medi-
cine; 

Whereas the Federal Government rep-
resents the single largest contributor to bio-
medical research conducted in the United 
States; 

Whereas biomedical research continues to 
play a vital role in the growth of this Na-
tion’s biotechnology, medical device, and 
pharmaceutical industries; 

Whereas the origin of many of the new 
drugs and medical devices currently in use is 
based on biomedical research supported by 
the National Institutes of Health; 

Whereas women have traditionally been 
underrepresented in medical research proto-
cols, yet are severely affected by diseases in-
cluding breast cancer, which will kill over 
43,900 women this year; ovarian cancer which 
will claim another 14,500 lives; and 
osteoporosis and cardiovascular disorders; 

Whereas research sponsored by the Na-
tional Institutes of Health is responsible for 
the identification of genetic mutations relat-
ing to nearly 100 diseases, including Alz-
heimer’s disease, cystic fibrosis, Hunting-
ton’s disease, osteoporosis, many forms of 
cancer, and immune deficiency disorders; 

Whereas many Americans still face serious 
and life-threatening health problems, both 
acute and chronic; 

Whereas neurodegenerative diseases of the 
elderly, such as Alzheimer’s and Parkinson’s 
disease, threaten to destroy the lives of mil-
lions of Americans, overwhelm the Nation’s 
health care system, and bankrupt the medi-
care and medicaid programs; 

Whereas 4,000,000 Americans are currently 
infected with the hepatitis C virus, an insid-

ious liver condition that can lead to inflam-
mation, cirrhosis, and cancer, as well as liver 
failure; 

Whereas 250,000 Americans are now suf-
fering from AIDS and hundreds of thousands 
more with HIV infection; 

Whereas cancer remains a comprehensive 
threat to any tissue or organ of the body at 
any age, and remains a top cause of mor-
bidity and mortality; 

Whereas the extent of psychiatric and neu-
rological diseases poses considerable chal-
lenges in understanding the workings of the 
brain and nervous system; 

Whereas recent advances in the treatment 
of HIV illustrate the promise research holds 
for even more effective, accessible, and af-
fordable treatments for persons with HIV; 

Whereas infants and children are the hope 
of our future, yet they continue to be the 
most vulnerable and underserved members of 
our society; 

Whereas approximately one out of every 
six American men will develop prostate can-
cer and over 49,200 men will die from pros-
tate cancer each year; 

Whereas diabetes, both insulin and non-in-
sulin forms, afflicts 15,700,000 Americans and 
places them at risk for acute and chronic 
complications, including blindness, kidney 
failure, atherosclerosis, and nerve degenera-
tion; 

Whereas the emerging understanding of 
the principles of biometrics has been applied 
to the development of hard tissue such as 
bone and teeth as well as soft tissue, and this 
field of study holds great promise for the de-
sign of new classes of biomaterials, pharma-
ceuticals, and diagnostic and analytical re-
agents; 

Whereas research sponsored by the Na-
tional Institutes of Health will map and se-
quence the entire human genome by 2005, 
leading to a new era of molecular medicine 
that will provide unprecedented opportuni-
ties for the prevention, diagnosis, treatment, 
and cure of diseases that currently plague 
society; 

Whereas the fundamental way science is 
conducted is changing at a revolutionary 
pace, demanding a far greater investment in 
emerging new technologies and research 
training programs, and in developing new 
skills among scientific investigators; and 

Whereas most Americans show over-
whelming support for an increased Federal 
investment in biomedical research: Now, 
therefore, be it

Resolved, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This resolution may be cited as the ‘‘Bio-
medical Revitalization Resolution of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. SENSE OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-

TIVES. 
It is the sense of the House of Representa-

tives that funding for the National Institutes 
of Health should be increased by $2,000,000,000 
in fiscal year 2000 and that the budget reso-
lution appropriately reflect sufficient funds 
to achieve this objective. 

Mr. GEKAS. Madam Speaker, I also 
want to enter into the RECORD the list 
of our cosponsors for the resolution, 
which reads like a who’s who of our 
current membership in the House of 
Representatives.

H. RES. 89
Sponsor: Rep Gekas, George W. (introduced 

03/02/99). 
Cosponsors (58): 
Rep. Bentsen, Ken—03/02/99. 
Rep. Callahan, Sonny—03/02/99. 
Rep. Nethercutt, George R., Jr.—03/02/99. 

Rep. Stearns, Cliff—03/04/99. 
Rep. Green, Gene—03/04/99. 
Rep. Frost, Martin—03/04/99. 
Rep. Moakley, John Joseph—03/10/99. 
Rep. Horn, Stephen—03/10/99. 
Rep. Gonzalez, Charles A.—03/10/99. 
Rep. Cooksey, John—03/10/99. 
Rep. Ose, Doug—03/10/99. 
Rep. Lofgren, Zoe—03/11/99. 
Rep. Baldacci, John Elias—03/11/99. 
Rep. Slaughter, Louise McIntosh—03/17/99. 
Rep. Gordon, Bart—03/17/99. 
Rep. Carson, Julia—03/23/99. 
Rep. Goss, Porter J.—03/25/99. 
Rep. Lewis, John—04/13/99. 
Rep. Cummings, Elijah E.—04/13/99. 
Rep. Bilirakis, Michael—04/13/99. 
Rep. Hooley, Darlene—04/13/99. 
Rep. Phelps, David D.—04/13/99. 
Rep. Brady, Robert—04/15/99. 
Rep. Gejdenson, Sam—04/27/99. 
Rep. Wynn, Albert Russell—04/27/99. 
Rep. Watt, Melvin L.—05/04/99. 
Rep. Sanchez, Loretta—05/26/99. 
Rep. Lantos, Tom—06/08/99. 
Rep. Forbes, Michael P.—06/22/99. 
Rep. Pelosi, Nancy—03/02/99. 
Rep. Porter, John Edward—03/02/99. 
Rep. Morella, Constance A.—03/04/99. 
Rep. Shows, Ronnie—03/04/99. 
Rep. McCarthy, Carolyn—03/04/99. 
Rep. Pryce, Deborah—03/10/99. 
Rep. Cunningham, Randy (Duke)—03/10/99. 
Rep. Blagojevich, Rod R.—03/10/99. 
Rep. Etheridge, Bob—03/10/99. 
Rep. Bachus, Spencer—03/10/99. 
Rep. Frank, Barney—03/10/99. 
Rep. Nadler, Jerrold—03/11/99. 
Rep. King, Peter T.—03/11/99. 
Rep. Clement, Bob—03/17/99. 
Rep. McIntyre, Mike—03/23/99. 
Rep. Price, David E.—03/23/99. 
Rep. Hoeffel, Joseph M.—03/25/99. 
Rep. Mink, Patsy T.—04/13/99. 
Rep. Bilbray, Brian P.—04/13/99. 
Rep. Capps, Lois—04/13/99. 
Rep. Coyne, William J.—04/13/99. 
Rep. Wamp, Zach—04/13/99. 
Rep. Eshoo, Anna G.—04/15/99. 
Rep. LaFalce, John J.—04/27/99. 
Rep. English, Phil—04/27/99. 
Rep. Miller, Gary—05/04/99. 
Rep. Capuano, Michael E.—06/08/99. 
Rep. Borski, Robert A., Jr.—06/10/99. 
Rep. McGovern, James P.—06/23/99. 

Mr. GEKAS. And, Madam Speaker, I 
also wish to add to the RECORD a state-
ment that I have prepared for this spe-
cial order in which the title, quite ap-
propriately, is ‘‘Doubling NIH Budget 
in Five Years—Taking the Second Step 
Toward Doubling.’’ That is exactly 
what we are talking about.

‘‘DOUBLING NIH BUDGET IN FIVE YEARS—
TAKING THE SECOND STEP TOWARD DOUBLING’’

1. Doubling funding for the National Insti-
tutes of Health over the next five years. Is 
this a reasonable goal? Can we and should we 
obtain this goal? 

What is the current budget situation for 
the NIH? The Congress has a history of dou-
bling the NIH budget over ten years, so we 
are suggesting that we accelerate the pace of 
discovery by increasing health research from 
the usual 7% or 8% increase to a 15% in-
crease per year for five years. This is a rea-
sonable and obtainable goal given our past 
funding experience and the future potential 
for health discoveries. We are suggesting 
that the NIH FY’2000 budget contain a $2 bil-
lion increase rather than the $1 billion in-
crease the Congress would usually provide. 

The result is that NIH will go from a fund-
ing level of $15.6 billion in FY’99 to $17.6 bil-
lion in FY’2000. This would be the second 
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step toward doubling because we added $2 
billion increase to the NIH budget last year. 
The second step should be easier than the 
first. We would take the NIH from a $14 bil-
lion budget to a $28 billion budget. 

When I say we would make these increases 
I am referring to my colleagues, 56 other 
Members of the House who are committed to 
this same doubling goal and taking the sec-
ond step by cosponsoring H. Res. 89. I am in-
troducing for the RECORD the list of the 56 
cosponsors, the ‘‘Dear Colleague’’ letter cir-
culated by the Co-Chairs of the Congres-
sional Biomedical Research Caucus: Reps. 
Callahan, Pelosi and Bentsen, joined by 
Reps. Porter and Nethercutt, along with a 
copy of the bill. 

Can we make this goal this year? Certainly 
those in the Congress who know the oper-
ations of the NIH the best support us in the 
effort, including the Chairman of the author-
izing Committee, Rep. Bilirakis and the 
Chairman of the appropriations Committee, 
Rep. Porter. I am pleased that both have 
committed to the goal and joined H. Res. 89. 

We also have Senate support for the NIH 
doubling goal in five years from by fellow 
Pennsylvanian, Senator Specter, who has in-
troduced a similar bill, S. Res. 19, to accom-
plish the same goal. He was joined in a bipar-
tisan manner by his ranking Member on the 
Appropriations Subcommittee, Senator Har-
kin. We certainly have the political will to 
go forward with the second downpayment, if 
we call upon it. I am asking all of my col-
leagues to join us on this mission and co-
sponsor H. Res. 89, so we can call upon our 
leaders and show that we support this impor-
tant funding priority. 

2. I may have convinced you that we have 
the ability to meet this goal, but you may 
ask why we should? Here we stand in June 
22nd, 1999, on the brink of the next millen-
nium, very different, healthier people be-
cause of health research, than the cruel and 
short lived lives of individuals that wit-
nessed the dawn of this past 1000 years. De-
spite the progress that we have made in 
health research, we still face major global 
health challenges. Because the U.S. is the 
world leader in biomedical research, we have 
a special duty to transfer the benefits of our 
discoveries to the people of the world. Al-
though this is an altruistic statement, we 
also know that our own quality of life and 
security will be enhanced if infectious dis-
eases are controlled. The spread of infectious 
disease is the number one global health issue 
that we all face, according to a recent report 
of the World Health Organization, infectious 
diseases killed 11 million people globally in 
1998 and killed 180,000 people in the U.S., the 
third leading killer in the U.S. The NIH is 
taking the lead in confronting this global 
health problem by establishing a new center 
for vaccine development. Vaccines that im-
munize people against the HIV virus, new 
highly infectious strains of TB and against 
malaria the killer of children in sub-Sahara 
Africa are all possible, if we have the re-
sources.

I feel very strongly about the global effort 
to transfer the benefits of NIH research 
through communication efforts such as the 
Internet and through commerce such as vac-
cine type drug therapies and prevention 
strategies. We will ultimately strengthen the 
economies of the developing world by at-
tempting to eradicate disease. Last Congress 
I introduced a bill to establish a National 
Goals Commission with this purpose as its 
mission and I invite all of my colleagues to 
join me as original cosponsors of a new bill 
that also focuses on encouraging increased 

Internet conferencing on biomedical re-
search and the control of infectious diseases 
through increases in vaccine development. 

We are truly at a new frontier with the end 
of World War II, the end of the Cold War, 
where now former enemies in Europe work 
together to eliminate despotic state action 
that had once been tolerated, earlier in this 
Century. The U.S. has mobilized its re-
sources to accomplish these goals and we can 
now harness and mobilize our scientists in 
all disciplines to assist the world effort to 
eliminate disease. This should be our highest 
priority for a national goal. 

3. The increased funding we were able to 
provide the NIH last year has had a real im-
pact on new priorities for the NIH with ex-
panded activities in the following areas: 

Expanding clinical research funding 
through better translation of research from 
the bench to the patient. 

Accompanying expanded clinical research 
is promoting more PH.D/M.D. Researchers, 
which are on the decline, as the number of 
PH.Ds grows. 

Expanding opportunities for collaboration 
with other science disciplines such as com-
puter science and physics to work better at 
the molecular level. 

Interpreting the human genome, which 
will be completed within the next two years. 

4. Congressional Biomedical Research Cau-
cus Briefings for the Congress have educated 
the attendees on the latest, cutting edge re-
search. There have been over 90 briefings for 
the Congress since 1990. The 1999 Caucus Se-
ries was particularly instructive of the ad-
vances we are making in health care because 
of increased funding for research. For exam-
ple, last week Dr. Solomon Snyder from 
Johns Hopkins University, told us that the 
role of Nitic Oxide in many human body 
functions such as heart pressure and as a 
neurotransmitter was only discovered in 
1990. Since that time, medications such as 
Viagra, for male impotence have been devel-
oped in less than a decade. The pace of dis-
covery has truly accelerated. 

5. Emergency Spending-outside the 1997 
budget caps: There is a global killer on the 
prowl killing 11 million people around the 
world and killing 180,000 people in the U.S. 
The World Health Organization just sounded 
an altert that we must controll this killer 
before it is completely out of control. Emer-
gency spending has been found to assist in 
the Kosovo Campaign and I submit that this 
is no less important. 

Madam Speaker, the 56 cosponsors 
are intent on having people like the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER) 
and the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
BILIRAKIS) use their influence as chair-
men of respective committees vital to 
this effort, who are also cosponsors, 
and I offer at this time the written re-
marks of the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. BILIRAKIS), of whom I just spoke, 
on this subject.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
support of increasing the federal government’s 
commitment to biomedical research through 
the National Institutes of Health. As Chairman 
of the Health and Environment Subcommittee 
of the House Commerce Committee, I am a 
strong advocate of this agency’s vital mission. 
I have joined many of my colleagues in sup-
porting efforts to double federal funding for the 
NIH. 

The NIH is the primary federal agency 
charged with the conduct and support of bio-

medical and behavioral research. Each of its 
institutes has a specialized focus on particular 
diseases, areas of human health and develop-
ment, or aspects of research support. When 
we consider its role as one of the worlds’s 
foremost research centers, it is amazing to re-
member that the NIH actually began its exist-
ence as a one-room Laboratory of Hygiene in 
1887. 

Medical research represents the single most 
effective weapon against the diseases that af-
fect many Americans. The advances made 
over the course of the last century could not 
have been predicated by even the most far-
sighted observers. It is equally difficult to an-
ticipate the significant gains we may achieve 
in years to come through increased funding for 
further medical research. 

Last year, Congress gave a substantial in-
crease in funding to the NIH. The fiscal year 
1999 omnibus appropriations law provided 
$15.6 billion for the NIH—an increase of al-
most $2 billion or 15 percent over the previous 
fiscal year. This increase represents a sizable 
down payment toward the goal of doubling its 
funding over five years. This year, I am hope-
ful that we can make similar progress in that 
regard. 

As we work to increase federal funding, I 
am also sponsoring legislation to encourage 
private support for NIH research efforts. My 
bill, H.R. 785, the Biomedical Research Assist-
ance Voluntary Option or ‘‘BRAVO’’ Act, would 
allow taxpayers to designate a portion of their 
federal income tax refunds to support NIH re-
search efforts. I introduced the bill on a bipar-
tisan basis with the Ranking Member of the 
Health and Environment Subcommittee, Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio. 

Madam Speaker, every dollar invested in re-
search today will yield untold benefits for all 
Americans in years to come. Indeed, our own 
lives might some day depend on the efforts of 
scientists and doctors currently at work in our 
nation’s laboratories. I urge all Members to 
join me in supporting a strong federal commit-
ment to biomedical research. 

Mr. GEKAS. And so, Madam Speaker, 
we see we have an appropriator and a 
chairman of relevant committees, as 
well as many other Members who are 
interested in seeing this effort succeed. 

And the question arises, well, who is 
interested in this besides the people at 
NIH? Every American citizen ought to 
be interested in it. It has to do with the 
health of the household. Mr. and Mrs. 
America and the children and the other 
residents of the household can hope for 
nothing better than for clean, healthy 
lives so that they can fulfill their des-
tiny with as little as possible disrup-
tion by ravaging disease and ill health. 

So this is our effort, all of us. And it 
is that simple. Do we want reduction in 
health costs? Of course we do. Do we 
want less hospitalization for our peo-
ple? Of course we do. Do we require 
fewer and fewer spaces in the future for 
nursing homes and more people to be 
able to remain at home? Of course we 
do. 

All of this is within the scope of what 
we are trying to do. Because every ef-
fort that the National Institutes of 
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Health makes on research, biomedical 
research and other kinds of findings 
that they can make, all of that goes to 
the prevention of disease and the cur-
ing of disease. And not only do we save 
lives but we save money. That is why 
we have to consider the doubling of the 
effort as being one of an investment in 
eventually reducing costs, because we 
will reduce costs along the way. 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
BILBRAY) has been one of the chief sup-
porters of this effort, Madam Speaker, 
and I would like to yield to him at this 
time.

Mr. BILBRAY. Madam Speaker, it is 
an honor to stand in support of the 
gentleman’s resolution. 

Some of our colleagues stood up here 
today and praised the President for 
coming across with the support for 
helping to finance the cost of pharma-
ceuticals for our seniors, and the issue 
of Social Security being taken off 
budget. 

And I would like to say that I think 
those of us on the Republican side 
praise the President for coming over 
and supporting some of the concepts 
that Congress took action on not too 
long ago, this month, in saying that 
Social Security is a trust fund, not a 
slush fund. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS) has been trying to 
reach consensus on what we should be 
able to work out some time within the 
near future, and that is the ability of 
seniors to be able to have their phar-
maceutical drugs paid for. 

b 1645 

So I, for one, am going to stand up 
here today not only with the chairman 
but also to praise the President for 
coming across and supporting a lot of 
congressional priorities. But I think 
the issue of pharmaceutical drugs with 
Medicare is still treating symptoms of 
the problem, and that is we have these 
diseases which continue to be a prob-
lem in our society. 

The resolution of the chairman real-
ly, as we would say, is an investment 
in the future. Because if we can avoid 
or reduce diseases such as heart dis-
ease, cancer, Alzheimer’s disease, if we 
can reduce stroke, then we can reduce 
the cost of having to treat problems re-
lated to those diseases. 

This resolution really says that it is 
time that America makes a commit-
ment to investing in our public health 
just as we invest in our infrastructure, 
roads, bridges, and canals. 

I would strongly support the conten-
tion of the chairman that we need to 
double our investment. In fact, I would 
say clearly by comparison that Ameri-
cans one day are going to wake up to 
the fact that in 1960 President Kennedy 
stood up and challenged this country 
to put a man of the Moon within 10 
years, and at that time we increased 
the funding to a level that would be 
about 10 times what we spend on public 

health research, in the process of put-
ting somebody on the Moon. 

That kind of national commitment 
was made possible by strong leadership 
but really the big point was that level 
of commitment resulted within 10 
years in the fulfillment of the promise 
and fulfillment of the commitment, 
and the fulfillment of the goal of plac-
ing a man on the Moon. 

I think we can all agree, when it 
comes down to affecting our families, 
our children, our grandchildren, our 
great grandchildren’s lives, that the 
one thing that really could totally 
dwarf placing somebody on the Moon is 
the ability to end cancer as we know it, 
to end heart disease as we know it, to 
make Alzheimer’s a thing of the past, 
such as polio has become practically in 
our society, to take things like stroke 
and put it in the category of smallpox. 

This is really a chance for us to make 
that commitment, with all the re-
sources we have available, not by buy-
ing from this group or that special 
group or promising this group that we 
are going to give them more money. 
This is a promise to all Americans, the 
globe, all humans, that America at this 
time and this place is making the type 
of commitment to public health that 
was made back in the 1960s for space 
exploration. 

The fact is this is our chance to be 
able to make a commitment. Let us 
just say this resolution is just a first 
step at saying we are going to put forth 
more effort and, hopefully, achieve 
more of the successes we are going to 
see in districts like mine. 

Madam Speaker, San Diego County 
has one of the most aggressive health 
research facilities in the world. We are 
doing the human mapping program 
that not only allows us to understand 
what causes heart disease or causes 
Alzheimer’s, but is allowing us to know 
why the body does what it does so that 
we can someday avoid these diseases 
rather than just treat them as we are 
talking today on the Medicare issue. 

I want to stand again as not only a 
San Diegan who has many of these re-
search facilities in his district but also 
as somebody who has the privilege of 
serving on the Committee on Health 
and the Environment and has oversight 
for many of these operations. I want to 
thank the chairman, and I want to 
stand here today and say, all America 
should be looking at this type of com-
mitment. I want to thank the author of 
the resolution. Let us move forward 
and let us rise to the challenge. 

Just as America rose to the challenge 
of John Kennedy, I think the resolu-
tion of the chairman deserves our com-
mitment to rise and fulfill the promise 
that our public health strategies can 
actually provide for America.

Mr. GEKAS. Madam Speaker, I very 
much appreciate the commentary of 
the gentleman. 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. NETHERCUTT) who has 

been stalwart in most of the efforts 
surrounding the problems of continued 
funding for medical research. 

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Madam Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GEKAS) very much not only 
for his leadership on this issue of in-
creasing medical research funding in 
the Government but for his leadership 
on so many issues. 

I am grateful to have a chance to 
talk for a few minutes to acknowledge 
not only his work but to acknowledge 
the need for additional medical re-
search through the National Institutes 
of Health and other agencies of Govern-
ment which conduct medical research. 

It is not a small matter that is de-
fined and distributed to the National 
Institutes of Health for research only. 
It is a very big issue for not only the 
human condition in our country but 
also for other agencies that coordinate 
with the National Institutes of Health 
and in doing some very, very important 
research to try to cure diseases in this 
country. 

I happen to have a very serious inter-
est in diabetes and recognize fully the 
cost of diabetes to society. Twenty-five 
to twenty-six cents out of every Medi-
care dollar goes for paying for the con-
sequences of diabetes in our society. 

So, to the extent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS) and 
others in this body, both Democrats 
and Republicans, engaged in adding 
preventive care to the Medicare legis-
lation that we set back in 1997 to allow 
for diabetes education and diabetes 
test strips, to allow for 
mammographies and colorectal exams 
and prostate exams for people in the 
Medicare population, that is a money 
saver. 

So with the preventive care effort 
that is undertaken by Congress, com-
bined with the research that is being 
done at the National Institutes of 
Health, not only on diabetes but on 
many other diseases, we can reduce 
this cost to the Medicare system. 

So it is in our national best interest, 
in my judgment, that we devote more 
resources to the National Institutes of 
Health research and medical research 
through the National Science Founda-
tion, through the VA Hospital system, 
through the Department of Defense, 
and other agencies of Government, the 
Centers for Disease Control, for exam-
ple, and others, if we are going to help 
the human condition. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS) for his work, 
and I am very serious about the hard 
work he has done to make increasing 
medical research funding a reality in 
our country. It is a wise expenditure of 
money, of the taxpayers’ dollars, be-
cause it helps all of us. 

Diabetes, for example, is indiscrimi-
nate in touching not only minority 
races but the Caucasian population. It 
hits all ages and stages. It hits native 
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American populations disproportion-
ately to the rest of the populations in 
our country, and it is a cruel disease 
that affects so many people. Sixteen 
million Americans in our country have 
diabetes, and some 7 or 8 million of 
them do not know they have it. So not 
only diabetes but cancer and Alz-
heimer’s and all those diseases that 
touch people’s lives need to be cured. 

I would say to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS) I was out at 
the National Institutes of Health just 
last week and met with the Director 
Dr. Varmus and the other directors of 
the Institutes talking not only about 
diabetes but increasing funding. I men-
tioned to them at the time that I felt 
the President’s budget, which I think is 
around 2.3 percent, is just inadequate. I 
know we did an extraordinary increase 
last year in the appropriations process, 
and I am proud to be on the Committee 
on Appropriations and supported it. 
But we want to do better than 2.3 per-
cent so that we take advantage of 
these great opportunities for research 
and cure some of these serious diseases 
that affect all of us. 

Mr. GEKAS. Madam Speaker, the 
gentleman has touched on an impor-
tant aspect of what we are trying to do. 
The more we are able to prevent dis-
ease or cure the existing diseases, the 
more beneficial will be our Treasury as 
well as the lives of our citizens. 

This chart that we have here shows 
heart disease, cancer, Alzheimer’s, 
mental disorder, arthritis, depression, 
stroke, osteoporosis, etc. Altogether, 
these cost us $500 billion a year as a so-
ciety. That is what it costs us. 

Now, insofar as research can settle in 
and provide a cure for one or all of 
these, billions of dollars every year can 
be saved, not to mention the lives that 
will be happier and safer and more 
fully destined for fulfillment than 
under the present conditions. 

So we are not only spending money 
when we invest in the National Insti-
tutes of Health, we are saving money. 

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Madam Speaker, 
if the gentleman would yield for one 
moment more, the gentleman is abso-
lutely right. 

If we add diabetes into that, that is 
some $80 billion or $90 billion more in 
cost to our country, not to say any-
thing of the issue of lost productivity. 

A person who has Alzheimer’s today 
is most likely an unproductive part of 
our society. If we can prevent that Alz-
heimer’s or cure it, that person, that 
sufferer and that family that suffers 
with that person will be more produc-
tive and it will save money long-term. 

Just in the diabetes research, I 
should say the diabetes test strips and 
diabetes education money or provisions 
that were set forth for the Medicare 
program, my memory is that it was 
about a $31 million savings the first 
year of having that preventive compo-
nent to health care. 

So I thank the gentleman for his 
good work. I am proud to be his part-
ner in all of this. We will have to just 
work hard and persevere and help hu-
manity by curing some of these dis-
eases through research. 

Mr. GEKAS. Madam Speaker, I yield 
to the gentlewoman from Maryland 
(Mrs. MORELLA) recognizing that she is 
the heart and soul of the National In-
stitutes of Health, because she has 
never breathed a day’s worth of breath 
without considering the NIH. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GEKAS) for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I want to commend 
my very good friend the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS) for 
scheduling this special order and for 
charts and for the work that he does 
prior to and even after this special 
order. He has such a tremendous com-
mitment to biomedical research and to 
the National Institutes of Health. 

I am also pleased to identify myself 
with the comments made by the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
NETHERCUTT) too. We do have a good, 
solid group of Members of Congress 
who do believe very strongly in bio-
medical research. 

I am proud to join with the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS) 
in renewing our bipartisan commit-
ment to double the funding for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health over a 5-
year period. 

Madam Speaker, the NIH has been 
called ‘‘the only crown jewel of the 
Federal Government.’’ Well, it is in-
deed a world-renowned institution. It is 
located in Montgomery County, Mary-
land, which happens to be the district I 
represent. It is considered the leading 
force in mankind’s continuing war 
against disease. 

In fact, it is located in Bethesda, 
Maryland; and I think that Bethesda 
was appropriately named for the Bib-
lical Pool of Bethesda, which had heal-
ing qualities. And so does NIH. 

The Federal commitment to bio-
medical, behavioral, and population-
based research is responsible for the 
continued development of an ever-ex-
panding base that has contributed to 
medical advances that have profoundly 
improved the length and quality of life 
for millions of Americans. 

Information gained from NIH re-
search is revolutionizing the practice 
of medicine and the future direction of 
scientific inquiry. With this research, 
we have learned that disease is a com-
plex and evolving enemy. 

Despite the extraordinary progress 
that has been made in the fight against 
many diseases, there are still serious 
challenges that remain. Infectious dis-
eases continue to pose a significant 
threat as new human pathogens are 
discovered and previously known and 
controlled microorganisms acquire an-
tibiotic resistance. The risk of bioter-

rorism also necessitates new research 
on diagnostics, vaccines, and thera-
peutic agents. 

The number of Americans over age 65 
will double in the next 30 years to more 
than 69 million. So research is needed 
to help reduce the enormous economic 
and social burdens posed by chronic 
diseases, as were mentioned, 
osteoporosis, arthritis, Parkinson’s, 
Alzheimer’s disease, cancer, heart dis-
ease, and stroke. 

As a matter of fact, one of the figures 
I saw recently is that, if we can just 
hold back the advent of Alzheimer’s 
disease for 5 years, we can save $40 bil-
lion. This is an example of how we save 
money as well as enhance the quality 
of life.

b 1700 

NIH funded research into many of 
these diseases is the foundation under-
lying the search for answers. Without 
the essential role that the NIH is play-
ing in our health care equation, we as 
a Nation will fail to achieve the goal of 
a healthy, more productive Nation. The 
American people want increased fund-
ing for medical research. There was a 
Wall Street Journal/CNN poll that indi-
cated that more than two-thirds of 
those who were surveyed support dou-
bling the NIH budget within 5 years. 

The clock on this commitment began 
ticking in 1998 when we successfully 
enacted a 15 percent increase in the 
NIH appropriation to $15.6 billion in 
fiscal year 1999. Again this year we are 
requesting another 15 percent increase 
for fiscal year 2000 as the second step in 
achieving our goal of doubling the NIH 
budget by 2003. 

Madam Speaker, the 15 percent in-
crease in the current fiscal year has en-
abled funding of close to 10,000 new 
grants. That is an increase of 2,400 over 
the fiscal year 1998. It is not by chance 
that the United States is the undis-
puted world leader in high tech med-
ical science and drug development. It is 
in large part because the Federal Gov-
ernment has made a commitment to 
fund basic biomedical research for over 
50 years and create a strong partner-
ship with the private sector to bring 
new life-saving techniques and treat-
ments to patients throughout the 
world. 

I want to mention some examples of 
new preventive strategies against dis-
ease which is changing the lives of mil-
lions of Americans: 

Breast cancer is the second leading 
cause of cancer deaths in American 
women, claiming the lives of more 
than 43,000 women each year. The NIH-
sponsored breast cancer prevention 
trial tested the use of tamoxifen, a 
drug that was used for 20 years to treat 
breast cancer, as a breast cancer pre-
vention agent. Tamoxifen reduced the 
incidence of breast cancer for more 
than 5 years by 49 percent in women at 
high risk for the disease. 
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Another example is tuberculosis. TB 

is the most common infectious disease 
worldwide. One-third of the world’s 
population is infected with the bac-
terium that causes this serious disease. 
TB causes devastating lung disease and 
weight loss in patients and often at-
tacks the nervous system and the kid-
neys as well. Moreover, the greatest 
known risk for development of TB in-
fection is HIV infection. NIH and CDC, 
the Centers for Disease Control, sup-
ported scientists collaborated with re-
searchers in Uganda where a study was 
conducted to test different drug regi-
mens for their ability to prevent TB in 
HIV-infected adults. The researchers 
found that a 6-month course of an anti-
TB drug reduced the risk of TB by 67 
percent in HIV-infected adults. The 
findings from this research led the 
World Health Organization’s global tu-
berculosis program to further evaluate 
whether TB prevention programs for 
high-risk groups in developing nations 
are an effective and economical way to 
reduce the risk of TB infection to the 
individual and the community. 

Another example, Madam Speaker, is 
the recent evidence that kidney dam-
age from diabetes is reversible. We 
have just had a discussion with the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS) and the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. NETHERCUTT) about diabe-
tes. One of the many serious complica-
tions that patients with diabetes en-
counter is damage to their kidneys. De-
spite improved patient survival and 
regulation of blood sugar, this disease 
continues to be the major factor of kid-
ney failure. Researchers have known 
that after many years with the disease, 
diabetic patients gradually develop 
scarring in the kidney that filters the 
body’s waste produced from the blood. 
As the scarring progresses, the kidneys 
fail, leaving the patient dependent on 
dialysis. Now researchers are making 
progress. By studying patients who had 
received a pancreas transplant, re-
searchers found that kidney disease 
was actually reversed in some diabetic 
patients who had maintained normal-
ized blood sugar levels over a 10-year 
period. This research will help not only 
diabetic patients receiving pancreas 
transplants but also will guide treat-
ment strategies for other diabetic pa-
tients who are now at risk for kidney 
disease. Now, not only can we prevent 
kidney damage in patients with diabe-
tes, but in some cases the damage can 
be reversed. 

Madam Speaker, scientific advances 
resulting from NIH-supported research 
mean improved health and reduced suf-
fering, job creation in biomedical re-
search and biotechnology, and far-
reaching economic benefits touching 
every State through major univer-
sities, government laboratories and re-
search institutes. In global competi-
tion, biomedical research and bio-
technology are areas of strong Amer-

ican leadership and commitment. Con-
tinued strong support for NIH will en-
sure that American scientific excel-
lence continues as we enter the next 
century. We can afford to do no less for 
this generation and for generations to 
come. 

Before I yield back to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania who has been so 
kind about giving me this time, I want 
to extol the benefits, also, of the cre-
ation of the Office of Research on 
Women’s Health. I and other Members 
of Congress were involved in that a 
number of years ago. We now have it 
codified, and so women are included in 
all clinical trials and protocols. 
Thanks to the Members of this Con-
gress with the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania at the helm and others, we 
have now been able to put far more 
money into all elements of research, 
and in the Office on Research on Wom-
en’s Health for breast cancer, ovarian 
cancer, cervical cancer, osteoporosis, 
AIDS in women, lupus and all of the 
other diseases. We also have made 
some advances in research for prostate 
cancer, kind of the equivalent of breast 
cancer in terms of the number of peo-
ple who are diagnosed with it each year 
and the number who die of that dis-
ease. This is so important that we do 
this special order and that we carry 
through with our goal of doubling the 
budget by 2003 of the National Insti-
tutes of Health. It has been an honor to 
be here with the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania. 

Mr. GEKAS. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman very much. 

Before I yield to the gentleman from 
Texas whom I see has arrived for par-
ticipation in this event, Madam Speak-
er, I include for the RECORD several let-
ters from important entities in our 
country supporting our effort for dou-
bling the funding for the NIH. I will 
quickly read off the titles: 

The American Heart Association. 
The BIO organization, which is the 

Biotechnology Industry Organization. 
The Ad Hoc Group for Medical Re-

search Funding. Just to give my col-
leagues an idea, to give our audience, 
the American public, a feel for how 
many people, how many organizations 
are deeply involved in the health of our 
country, the Ad Hoc Group for Medical 
Research Funding, which is made up of 
dozens of organizations like the Amer-
ican Geriatrics Society, the American 
Society for Investigative Pathology, 
American Society of Transplantation, 
just to get an idea of all the various 
things that affect our households; Cor-
poration for the Advancement of Psy-
chiatry, Friends of the National Li-
brary of Medicine, Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology. My gosh, they 
cover every facet of our lives. National 
Caucus of Basic Biomedical Science 
Chairs, Oakwood Healthcare System, 
Primary Health Systems, and on and 
on and on. This is our fellow Americans 

joining in certain entities to advance 
our health care. 

Joint Steering Committee for Public 
Policy. 

AMERICAN HEART ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC, June 22, 1999. 

Hon. GEORGE GEKAS, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GEKAS: The Amer-
ican Heart Association applauds your con-
tinuing initiative and leadership in the bi-
cameral, bipartisan effort to double funding 
for the National Institutes of Health by the 
year 2003. The historically large funding in-
crease received by the NIH for FY 1999 rep-
resented a significant step toward that goal. 

Your ongoing efforts and those of the 56 co-
sponsors of H. Res. 89, expressing the sense of 
the House that the federal investment in 
medical research should be increased by $2 
billion in FY 2000, are vital in securing the 
next installment to double funding for the 
NIH. The American Heart Association 
strongly supports your hard work in making 
funding for the NIH a top priority in the FY 
2000 appropriations process. 

Recent state-based polls show that an 
overwhelming majority of Americans favor 
doubling federal spending on medical re-
search by the year 2003. NIH research reduces 
health care costs, provides cutting-edge 
treatment and prevention efforts, creates 
jobs and maintains America’s status as the 
world leader in the biotechnology and phar-
maceutical industries. 

In addition, an overwhelming majority of 
Americans want Congress to increase fund-
ing for heart and stroke research. According 
to an April 1999 national public opinion poll, 
81 percent of Americans want Congress to in-
crease funding for heart research and 78 per-
cent support increases for stroke research. 
The fight against heart disease—America’s 
No. 1 killer—and stroke—America’s No. 3 
killer—requires innovative research and pre-
vention programs. However, these programs 
to help advance the battle against heart dis-
ease and stroke are contingent on a signifi-
cant increase in funding for the NIH. Now is 
the time for NIH to capitalize on progress 
and pursue promising opportunities that 
could lead to novel approaches to diagnose, 
treat, prevent or cure heart disease and 
stroke. 

The American Heart Association com-
mends you for your outstanding leadership 
and steadfast commitment to double funding 
for the NIH by the year 2003. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
VALENTIN FUSTER, M.D., PH.D. 

President. 

BIOTECHNOLOGY INDUSTRY 
ORGANIZATION, 

Washington, DC, June 21, 1999. 
Hon. GEORGE W. GEKAS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN GEKAS: I am writing to 
indicate BIO’s strong support for your efforts 
to double the budget of the national Insti-
tutes of Health (NIH) by 2003, as called for in 
H. Res. 89. We commend you for organizing 
speeches on this subject and ask that you 
read from our statement and/or include it in 
the printed record. 

We support these increases in NIH appro-
priations because of their importance to the 
development of tomorrow’s cures for the 
most deadly and disabling diseases, includ-
ing AIDS, Parkinson’s, cancer, Alzheimer’s, 
and diabetes. Apart from helping patients, 
NIH funding also plays a crucial role in gen-
erating hundreds of thousands of high-wage 
jobs in our industry and billions of dollars in 
economic activity 
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Many of BIO’s 840 members have collabo-

rative agreements and licenses with NIH and 
its grantees. The dynamic division of labor 
between NIH, focusing on basic research, and 
our industry, focusing on applied research, 
has been a powerful catalyst for change and 
progress. These partnerships are the corner-
stone of America’s preeminence in bio-
medical research. 

We are witnessing an explosion of new 
products to treat patients. In 1998, 22 new 
products and vaccines were approved by the 
Food and Drug Administration (FDA) push-
ing the biotech industry’s total approved 
drugs and biologic projects to over 80. Fur-
thermore, biotechnology companies cur-
rently have over 300 biotech drugs and bio-
logics in the pipeline in second and third 
stage human clinical trails at the FDA. 

In terms of economic benefits, 2,214 new 
companies have been formed since 1980 that 
were based in part on licenses from NIH and 
its grantees. And in FY 1997, $28.7 billion of 
U.S. economic activity can be attributed to 
the results of academic licensing the (major-
ity of which resulted from NIH-sponsored re-
search), supporting at 245,930 jobs. 

Past investments in NIH has helped make 
America the undisputed world leader in the 
medical sciences and drug development. The 
fact that America produced half of the 
worlds new medicines over the last ten years 
clearly demonstrates America’s world lead-
ership. Doubling the NIH’s budget by 2003 
will further strengthen America’s leadership 
in these fields and create new medicines for 
patients while generating new high-wage 
jobs. 

Finally, we wish to praise you for your su-
perb leadership of the Biomedical Research 
Caucus. We have attended many of the edu-
cational events you have sponsored and be-
lieve they have contributed to the devel-
oping consensus in favor of doubling NIH’s 
research budget. 

If I or my staff at BIO can help you in your 
efforts to double the NIH budget, please do 
not hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 
CHUCK LUDLAM, 

Vice President for Government Relations. 

THE AD HOC GROUP FOR 
MEDICAL RESEARCH FUNDING, 

Washington, DC, June 21, 1999. 
Hon. GEORGE W. GEKAS, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. GEKAS: On behalf of the over 300 
member organizations of the Ad Hoc Group 
for Medical Research Funding, I write to 
commend you for your leadership in the ef-
fort to double the NIH budget in five years. 
The Ad Hoc Group firmly believes that if our 
nation is to continue to translate the prom-
ise of scientific discovery into a reality of 
better health and an improved quality of life 
for all Americans, Congress must maintain 
the commitment begun last year to double 
the NIH budget. 

Our investment in medical research over 
the past decades has produced a revolution 
in science that has transformed the practice 
of medicine and significantly improved the 
health of our citizens. The explosion of new 
scientific knowledge has led to major strides 
in our understanding of disease at the cel-
lular and molecular levels. This in turn has 
catalyzed the development of new strategies 
for the prevention, diagnosis, and treatment 
of disease. The following are some recent ex-
amples. 

NIH-sponsored research has lead to the ap-
proval of tamoxifen—a drug used for twenty 
years to treat breast cancer—as an agent to 

prevent breast cancer in women at high risk 
for the disease. Tamoxifen reduced the inci-
dence of breast cancer for five years by 49 
percent in women at high risk for the dis-
ease. A new prevention study, scheduled to 
begin this year, will examine whether 
raloxifene also is effective in preventing 
invasive breast cancer in women who have 
not had the disease. 

Autoimmune diseases, such as diabetes, 
rheumatoid arthritis, and lupus, are condi-
tions where the immune system attacks the 
body’s own cells and tissues. Basic scientists 
have discovered the mechanisms by which 
common infections can trigger some auto-
immune diseases by producing proteins that 
are normally found in the body. Under-
standing how this ‘‘molecular mimicry’’ 
works may allow us to prevent the dev-
astating effects of autoimmune diseases. 

One-third of world’s population is infected 
with the bacterium that causes tuberculosis 
(TB). Scientists supported by the NIH and 
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion collaborated in a study that revealed a 
new preventive strategy to reduce the inci-
dence of TB in HIV-infected patients. They 
found that a six-month course of the anti-TB 
drug isoniazid reduced the risk of TB by 67 
percent in HIV-infected adults. 

In addition, new avenues in the develop-
ment of therapeutics have opened, including 
new hope for the treatment and cure of Hep-
atitis C and the first evidence that the kid-
ney damage from diabetes is reversible. 

Advances such as these in the diagnosis, 
treatment, and prevention of disease depend 
on the development and testing of new ideas, 
which requires resources. Our nation still 
faces many health challenges. The more new 
ideas our scientists can generate and ex-
plore, the quicker we can conquer these chal-
lenges. 

Despite the progress that had been made, 
infectious diseases still pose a significant 
threat as new human pathogens are discov-
ered and previously known and controlled 
microorganisms acquire antibiotic resist-
ance. 

The baby boom generation is aging with 
the number of Americans over 65 years of age 
expected to double in the next 30 years. Re-
search on chronic diseases as osteoporosis, 
arthritis, Parkinson’s and Alzheimer’s dis-
eases, and heart disease will help reduce the 
enormous economic and social burdens on 
our nation. 

Today, there are still too many infants and 
children who suffer needlessly from diseases, 
such as asthma and cystic fibrosis, injury, 
abuse or a host of societal problems. More 
research is needed to identify and promote 
the prerequisites of optimal physical, men-
tal, and behavioral growth and development 
through infancy, childhood and adolescence. 

The U.S. population is growing increas-
ingly diverse. Eliminating or reducing the 
disproportionate share of disease and dis-
ability among minorities and the 
socioeconomically disadvantaged will im-
prove the quality of life for many and also 
benefit the U.S. economically. 

The Ad Hoc Group firmly supports the ef-
fort to double the NIH budget by FY 2003. As 
a second step toward the bipartisan goal of 
doubling the NIH budget, the Ad Hoc Group 
endorses an FY 2000 appropriation of $18 bil-
lion, a $2.3 billion (15%) increase, for the 
NIH. 

Attached is a list of the more than 300 or-
ganizations that have endorsed the Ad Hoc 
Group proposal for FY 2000. The patients, 
families, scientists, health care profes-
sionals, and companies represented by these 

organizations and institutions stand ready 
to work with you and all of the supporters of 
medical research on Capitol Hill to realize 
the goal of doubling the NIH budget by FY 
2003. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD M. KNAPP, PH.D., 

Chairman. 
Attachment.

ORGANIZATIONS ENDORSING THE FY 2000 
PROPOSAL AS OF JUNE 21, 1999

Academy of Clinical Laboratory Physi-
cians and Scientists. 

Academy of Osseointegration. 
Academy of Radiology Research. 
Administrators of Internal Medicine. 
Advocate Health Care. 
Albany Medical College. 
Albert Einstein College of Medicine. 
Alliance for Aging Research. 
Alton Ochsner Medical Foundation. 
Alzheimer’s Association. 
Ambulatory Pediatric Association. 
American Academy of Allergy, Asthma and 

Immunology. 
American Academy of Child and Adoles-

cent Psychiatry. 
American Academy of Dermatology. 
American Academy of Neurology. 
American Academy of Ophthalmology. 
American Academy of Optometry. 
American Academy of Orthopaedic Sur-

geons. 
American Academy of Otolaryngology—

Head and Neck Surgery. 
American Academy of Pediatrics. 
American Academy of Physical Medicine—

Rehabilitation. 
American Association for Cancer Research. 
American Association for Dental Research. 
American Association for the Study of 

Liver Diseases. 
American Association for the Surgery of 

Trauma. 
American Association of Anatomists.
American Association of Chairs of Depart-

ments of Psychiatry. 
American Association of Colleges of Nurs-

ing. 
American Association of Colleges of Osteo-

pathic Medicine. 
American Association of Colleges of Phar-

macy. 
American Association of Dental Schools. 
American Association of Immunologists. 
American Association of Pharmaceutical 

Scientists. 
American Association of Neurological Sur-

geons. 
American Board of Pediatrics. 
American Cancer Society. 
American Chemical Society. 
American College of Allergy, Asthma and 

Immunology. 
American College of Clinical Pharma-

cology. 
American College of Neuropsycho-

pharmacology. 
American College of Physicians—American 

Society of Internal Medicine. 
American College of Preventive Medicine. 
American College of Rheumatology. 
American Federation for Medical Re-

search. 
American Foundation for AIDS Research. 
American Gastroenterological Association. 
American Geriatrics Society. 
American Heart Association. 
American Lung Association. 
American Medical Association. 
American Neurological Association. 
American Optometric Association. 
American Pediatric Society. 
American Physiological Society. 
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American Podiatric Medical Association. 
American Psychiatric Association. 
American Psychological Society. 
American Psychiatric Nurses Association. 
American Red Cross. 
American Social Health Association. 
American Society for Biochemistry and 

Molecular Biology. 
American Society for Bone and Mineral 

Research. 
American Society for Cell Biology. 
American Society for Clinical Nutrition. 
American Society for Clinical Pharma-

cology and Therapeutics. 
American Society for Investigative Pathol-

ogy. 
American Society for Microbiology. 
American Society for Nutritional Sciences. 
American Society for Pharmacology and 

Experimental Therapeutics. 
American Society for Reproductive Medi-

cine. 
American Society of Addiction Medicine. 
American Society of Clinical Oncology. 
American Society of Hematology. 
American Society of Human Genetics. 
American Society of Nephrology. 
American Society of Pediatric Nephrology. 
American Society of Transplantation. 
American Society of Tropical Medicine and 

Hygiene. 
American Thoracic Society. 
American Urogynecologic Society. 
American Urological Association. 
American Veterinary Medical Association. 
Americans for Medical Progress. 
America’s Blood Centers. 
Association for Academic Surgery. 
Association for Medical School Pharma-

cology. 
Association for Research in Vision and 

Ophthalmology. 
Association of Academic Departments of 

Otolaryngology—Head and Neck Surgery. 
Association of Academic Health Centers. 
Association of Academic Health Sciences 

Libraries.
Association of Academic Physiatrists. 
Association of American Cancer Institutes. 
Association of American Medical Colleges. 
Association of American Universities. 
Association of American Veterinary Med-

ical Colleges. 
Association of Chairs of Physiology De-

partments. 
Association of Independent Research Insti-

tutes. 
Association of Medical and Graduate De-

partments of Biochemistry. 
Association of Medical School Immunology 

and Microbiology Chairs. 
Association of Medical School Pediatric 

Department Chairs. 
Association of Medical School Psycholo-

gists. 
Association of Minority Health Professions 

Schools. 
Association of Ohio Children’s Hospitals. 
Association of Pathology Chairs. 
Association of Population Centers. 
Association of Professors of Dermatology. 
Association of Professors of Medicine. 
Association of Program Directors in Inter-

nal Medicine. 
Association of Schools of Public Health. 
Association of Schools and Colleges of Op-

tometry. 
Association of Subspecialty Professors. 
Association of Teachers of Preventive Med-

icine. 
Association of University Anesthesiol-

ogists. 
Association of University Professors of 

Neurology. 

Association of University Professors of 
Ophthalmology. 

Association of University Radiologists. 
Barnes Jewish Hospital. 
Baylor College of Medicine. 
Berkshire Medical Center. 
Biotechnology Industry Organization. 
Campaign for Medical Research. 
Cancer Research Foundation of America. 
Carolinas Medical Center. 
Case Western Reserve University School of 

Medicine. 
Children’s Hospital Medical Center of Cin-

cinnati. 
Children’s Hospital of Michigan. 
Children’s Hospital of Wisconsin. 
Children’s Mercy Hospital. 
Children’s National Medical Center. 
Citizens for Public Action. 
CJ Foundation for SIDS. 
Clerkship Directors in Internal Medicine. 
Coalition for American Trauma Care. 
Coalition for Heritable Disorders of Con-

nective Tissue. 
Coalition of Patient Advocates for Skin 

Disease Research. 
College on Problems of Drug Dependence. 
Columbia University. 
Columbia University College of Physicians 

and Surgeons. 
Conference of Boston Teaching Hospitals. 
Congress of Neurological Surgeons. 
Consortium of Social Science Associations. 
Cooley’s Anemia Foundation. 
Corporation for the Advancement of Psy-

chiatry. 
Council of Emergency Medicine Residency 

Directors. 
Council of Graduate Schools. 
Council of University Chairs in Obstetrics 

and Gynecology. 
Creighton University School of Medicine. 
Crohn’s and Colitis Foundation of Amer-

ica. 
Cystic Fibrosis Foundation. 
Dartmouth Medical School. 
Digestive Disease National Coalition. 
Duke University Medical Center. 
Dystonia Medical Research Foundation. 
Eastern Virginia Medical School. 
Emory University School of Medicine. 
Emory University, Woodruff Health 

Sciences Center. 
ESA, Inc. 
Federation of American Societies for Ex-

perimental Biology. 
Federation of Animal Science Societies. 
Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center. 
Friends of the National Institute of Dental 

and Craniofacial Research. 
Friends of the National Library of Medi-

cine. 
Genetics Society of America. 
Glaucoma Research Foundation. 
H. Lee Moffitt Cancer Center and Research 

Institute. 
Hackensack University Medical Center—

Institute for Biomedical Research. 
Huntington Memorial Hospital. 
Illinois Neurofibromatosis, Inc. 
Immune Deficiency Foundation. 
Indiana University School of Medicine. 
Inova Institute of Research and Education. 
International Psycho-Oncology Society. 
Johns Hopkins University. 
Johns Hopkins University School of Medi-

cine. 
Joint Council of Allergy, Asthma and Im-

munology. 
Juvenile Diabetes Foundation Inter-

national. 
Krasnow Institute for Advanced Studies. 
Lehigh Valley Hospital and Health Net-

work. 

Louisiana State University Medical Cen-
ter—Shreveport. 

Loyola University—Chicago, Stritch 
School of Medicine. 

Lymphoma Research Foundation of Amer-
ica. 

Magee Womens Hospital and Research In-
stitute. 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 
Medical College of Georgia. 
Medical College of Ohio. 
Medical Library Association. 
Medical University of South Carolina. 
Michigan State University College of 

Human Medicine.
Morehouse School of Medicine. 
Mount Sini School of Medicine. 
National Alliance for Eye and Vision Re-

search. 
National Alliance for the Mentally Ill. 
National Alopecia Areata Foundation. 
National Association for Biomedical Re-

search. 
National Association of Children’s Hos-

pitals. 
National Association of State Universities 

and Land-Grant Colleges. 
National Caucus of Basic Biomedical 

Sciences Chairs. 
National Coalition for Cancer Research. 
National Committee to Preserve Social Se-

curity and Medicare. 
National Foundation for Ectodermal 

Dysplasias. 
National Health Council. 
National Jewish Medical and Research 

Center. 
National Marfan Foundation. 
National Medical Association. 
National Multiple Sclerosis Society. 
National Organization for Rare Disorders. 
National Osteoporosis Foundation. 
National Perinatal Association. 
National Sleep Foundation. 
National Vitiligo Foundation. 
Neurofibromatosis Inc., Mass Bay Area. 
New York University. 
New York University Medical Center. 
Northeastern Ohio Universities College of 

Medicine. 
Oakwood Healthcare System. 
Oncology Nursing Society. 
Orthopaedic Research Society. 
Palmetto Health Alliance. 
Paralyzed Veterans of America. 
Parkinson’s Action Network. 
Parkland Health and Hospital System. 
Pharmaceutical Research Manufacturers 

of America. 
Plastic Surgery Research Council. 
Population Association of America. 
Primary Health Systems, Inc. 
Rehabilitation Institute of Chicago. 
ResearchAmerica. 
Research Society on Alcoholism. 
RESOLVE, the National Infertility Asso-

ciation. 
Rush Medical College. 
Rush Presbyterian—St. Luke’s Medical 

Center. 
Rush University. 
Saint Francis Hospital and Medical Center. 
Scleroderma Foundation Central New Jer-

sey Chapter. 
Scleroderma Research Foundation. 
Scott and White Memorial Hospital. 
Society for Academic Continuing Medical 

Education. 
Society for Academic Emergency Medi-

cine. 
Society for Gynecologic Investigation. 
Society for Investigative Dermatology. 
Society for Neuroscience. 
Society for Pediatric Research. 
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Society for the Advancement of Women’s 

Health Research. 
Society of Academic Anesthesiology 

Chairs. 
Society of Gynecologic Oncologists. 
Society of Surgical Chairs. 
Society of Toxicology. 
Society of University Surgeons. 
Society of University Urologists. 
Southern Illinois University School of 

Medicine. 
Stanford University of Medicine. 
State University of New York at Buffalo, 

School of Medicine and Biomedical Sciences. 
State University of New York at Stony 

Brook Health Center School of Medicine. 
State University of New York Health 

Science Center of Brooklyn. 
State University of New York Health 

Science Center at Syracuse. 
Stratton VA Medical Center. 
Sudden Infant Death Syndrome Alliance. 
Texas Tech University Health Sciences 

Center. 
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JOINT STEERING COMMITTEE 
FOR PUBLIC POLICY, 

Bethesda, MD, June 22, 1999. 
Hon. GEORGE GEKAS, 
United House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE GEKAS. On behalf of 
the Joint Steering Committee for Public 
Policy, representing 25,000 basic biomedical 
researchers, thank you for your leadership in 
organizing a Special Order on June 22 to dis-
cuss doubling the NIH budget in five years. 
We also thank you for introducing H. Res. 89, 
which calls for the same. 

We wish to recognize your outstanding ef-
forts through the Congressional Biomedical 
Research Caucus to educate the Congress 
about the National Institutes of Health and 
its ability to effectively utilize a 15%, $2 bil-
lion increase in this year’s appropriation. We 
recognize that under current budget caps it 
will be difficult to achieve this goal, but we 
are confident that through your leadership 
and that of Congressman Porter, health re-
search will be accelerated by this visionary 
investment. 

As you well know, our country leads the 
world in biological science, enabled by a far-
sighted national policy of federal funding for 
research at our Nation’s colleges and univer-
sities through the NIH and other agencies. 
The NIH is the major source of funds for crit-
ical research in laboratories throughout the 
U.S., on Alzheimer’s disease, cancer, diabe-
tes, AIDS and many other devastating dis-
eases. This investment will provide a signifi-
cant boost to those important efforts by 
translating the promise of scientific dis-
covery into better health. 

Through this second down payment to-
wards doubling the NIH budget, we look for-
ward to enhanced research in some of the re-
search areas that have been presented at the 
Congressional Biomedical Research Caucus 
briefings this year. For instance, Dr. Robert 
Langer discussed ‘‘designer tissues’’. It was 
clear from his presentation that we are on 
the threshold of major discoveries that will 
enable the development of human tissue that 
will benefit those who have been injured or 
born with certain disabilities. Similarly, the 
discussion of hearing and deafness by Dr. A. 
James Hudspeth demonstrates how quickly 
treatments are moving forward from re-
search to application in this area. It is our 
hope that through the 1999 Caucus briefing 
series, Members will see the great need for 
funding this important work. 

Thank you for your support of biomedical 
research and basic science. 

Sincerely yours, 
ERIC S. LANDER, PH.D., 

Chair, Joint Steering Committee for Public 
Policy, Member, The Whitehead Institute 
for Biomedical Research, Professor of Bi-
ology, The Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology, Director, The Whitehead/
MIT Center for Genome Research. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) who 

is one of the cochairs of our Biomedical 
Research Caucus. 

Mr. BENTSEN. I thank my colleague 
from Pennsylvania for yielding and 
also want to commend him for con-
vening this special order. 

I want to, Madam Speaker, rise today 
in strong support of H. Res. 89 which 
was a sense of the House Resolution 
that the House of Representatives 
should provide an additional $2 billion 
for the National Institutes of Health 
budget for the fiscal year 2000. This $2 
billion additional investment would be 
the second down payment on a 5-year 
effort to double the NIH’s budget. 

As one of the four cochairs of the 
Congressional Biomedical Caucus, I 
have strongly supported providing 
maximum resources for biomedical re-
search conducted at the NIH, the Na-
tional Science Foundation, and the De-
partment of Defense research budget. 
This $2 billion investment in NIH’s 
budget will help save lives and improve 
our international competitiveness. Our 
Nation’s biomedical research is the 
envy of the world, but we must con-
tinue this investment to ensure that 
we maintain this preeminence. 

This resolution would help to ensure 
more scientists have the resources they 
need to conduct cutting-edge research. 
Today, only one-third of NIH peer-re-
viewed, merit-based grants are funded. 
This additional investment would help 
us increase the number of grants 
awarded each year and ensure that 
young scientists continue to have the 
funds they need to discover new treat-
ments for such life-threatening dis-
eases as heart disease, diabetes, Alz-
heimer’s, cancer and AIDS. 

For many Americans, these life-
threatening diseases are a very real 
challenge they face each day. Last 
week, I had the opportunity to meet 
with a remarkable young woman from 
Houston, Texas who lives in my dis-
trict, Miss Caroline Rowley, who is 
fighting to control her juvenile diabe-
tes. Caroline is 9 years old and must 
monitor and maintain her blood sugar 
every day to prevent life-threatening 
complications. In our meeting, Caro-
line told me how often she must prick 
her fingers every day in order to mon-
itor the insulin level in her body. If she 
does not maintain her insulin, she can 
go into hypoglycemic shock and must 
be rushed to the emergency room to 
prevent complications. Clearly, Caro-
line believes that doubling the NIH’s 
budget would help find a cure for her 
juvenile diabetes and result in a better 
life for her and millions of other chil-
dren. I can just say as a father of two 
young daughters, the very sight of hav-
ing to see a young girl, or any young 
child, have to go through this on a 
daily basis is not one that I cherish, 
and I think it is every reason why we 
should work hard to try and defeat 
that crippling disease. 

I am also convinced that doubling 
the NIH’s budget can be used wisely 
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and will produce impressive results in 
biomedical research. The NIH budget 
currently supports the work of more 
than 50,000 scientists within the United 
States, yet many of these scientists are 
struggling to keep the research funding 
they currently receive. In this age of 
managed care, our Nation’s teaching 
hospitals and academic health centers 
are facing challenges in meeting their 
mission of providing high quality care 
in a research-based setting. Conducting 
cutting-edge clinical research requires 
additional resources to help pay for the 
clinical trials and protocols conducted 
at academic health centers. Yet many 
managed care health plans are not will-
ing to pay for these added costs. The 
NIH is critically important to helping 
our Nation’s premier research centers 
to continue to fulfill their missions of 
high quality health care in an aca-
demic setting. 

I also believe that investment in bio-
medical research is cost-effective for 
taxpayers. A recent National Science 
Foundation study found that govern-
ment investments in research and de-
velopment has produced big results, to-
taling about $60 billion a year. This 
study found that more than 70 percent 
of scientific papers identify govern-
ment funding, not private research 
funding, as critical to new patents and 
biomedical discoveries. 

This legislation is also consistent 
with the recommendations of our Na-
tion’s scientists. The Federation of 
American Societies of Experimental 
Biology recommend an NIH budget of 
$18 billion, an increase of 15 percent 
above this year’s budget of $15.6 billion. 
This resolution would provide $2 billion 
more for the NIH, well on our way to 
meeting our goal of doubling the NIH 
budget over the 5-year period. 

I also believe that investing in NIH 
helps our economy to grow. For every 
dollar spent on research and develop-
ment, our national output is perma-
nently increased by 50 cents or more 
each year. The government funds the 
basic research which biotechnology and 
pharmaceutical companies use to cre-
ate therapies and treatments for can-
cer, diabetes and heart disease, to 
name just a few. 

As the representative of the Texas 
Medical Center, one of our Nation’s 
premier medical research centers, I 
have seen firsthand that this invest-
ment is yielding promising new thera-
pies and treatments for all Americans. 
Earlier this year, it was announced 
that Baylor College of Medicine in my 
district will be one of three centers 
around the Nation that will map the 
human genome and accelerate the time 
line for completion of this project. 
With this new genetic map, researchers 
hope to understand the genetic basis 
for disease and provide new therapies 
by fixing genetic abnormalities. 

As a member of the Committee on 
the Budget, I coauthored an amend-

ment to add $2 billion to the NIH budg-
et for fiscal year 2000. Although this 
amendment was not successful, I be-
lieve it is critically important to con-
tinue to remind our colleagues of the 
potential for successes with more in-
vestment in biomedical research. For 
many families, maximizing the NIH 
budget is an important part of their ef-
fort to fight and beat chronic diseases 
such as heart disease and diabetes. Re-
cent NIH-sponsored research has shown 
that we have identified some of the 
genes responsible for diseases such as 
Huntingdon’s disease and cystic fibro-
sis. As we learn more about the molec-
ular basis for disease, we can bring new 
tools to defeat diseases and save lives. 

As part of the Congressional Bio-
medical Caucus, we have also spon-
sored numerous meetings to discuss 
biomedical topics in Congress.
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These highly successful luncheons 
have helped to educate Congress and 
staff about cutting edge research and 
being conducted through NIH-spon-
sored grants. With this new under-
standing, Congress can learn exactly 
how their investment is being used and 
where to focus new resources. I strong-
ly urge the House of Representatives to 
support and become a cosponsor of H. 
Res. 89, legislation that would provide 
$2 billion more for the NIH budget as 
part of the Fiscal Year 2000 process. I 
commend the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GEKAS). 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. 

Before I recognize the next one of our 
colleagues, I want to do some house-
keeping here. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of this special order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KUYKENDALL). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GEKAS. We have been joined by 

the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
STEARNS) who is in his own way a lead-
er in various fields in health care and 
who joins us for this effort for which 
we are grateful. I yield to him. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my distinguished colleague from Penn-
sylvania. I am also pleased to partici-
pate in this special order and support 
of doubling the NIH budget. Last year 
my colleagues will remember we were 
successful in our efforts to increase 
funding for the NIH. We all know how 
valuable the research being conducted 
by this institution is to our Nation’s 
future, including its economic well-
being. Advances in medical research to 
prevent, cure, or at least minimize the 
degree of financial devastation caused 

by such diseases is reason enough for 
us to fund this vital research project. 

As my colleagues know, I would like 
to speak from a little parochial point 
of view, from Florida’s point of view. I 
know how many of my constituents 
know how important NIH is, and in 
fact in 1998 the Sixth Congressional 
District in Florida received $53 million 
in funding from NIH. I want to share 
with my colleagues the results of an 
unreleased poll that came through the 
Research America and Alliance for Dis-
coveries in Health. This results, I 
think, which I am going to speak on 
are pretty much conclusive and sup-
port my colleague from Pennsylvania 
and what he is trying to do, and I com-
mend him for his long term effort on 
this project to make the public aware 
how important NIH is and how impor-
tant this research is. 

When I asked the people in the poll: 
Do we receive value for Federal dollars 
spent on medical research, 65 percent 
said we do get value for dollars spent. 
Fifteen percent responded they do not 
know, while 20 percent said we do not 
receive a value for dollars spent. When 
I asked: Do you support, and this is a 
basic thrust here, oppose a proposal to 
double total national spending on gov-
ernment sponsored medical research 
over 5 years, the results were very posi-
tive. In fact, I have a little graph here. 
From the spring of 1998 through the 
spring of 1999 the people who supported 
this doubling rose from 60 percent in 
the spring of 1998. In the summer of 
1998 it went to 63 percent. In the spring 
of 1999 it went to 68 percent. So it is 
pretty conclusive when you talk to 
people in Florida how they feel about 
supporting or opposing a proposal to 
double national spending on govern-
ment sponsored medical research. They 
overwhelmingly support it with 68 per-
cent. When asked if Florida is a leader 
in medical research, the results are not 
quite so stellar. Thirty-six percent 
think Florida is a leader while 36 per-
cent in Florida leads moderately. Sev-
enteen percent said they do not even 
know, and 11 percent responded that 
they did not believe Florida was a lead-
er. When I asked how important is it 
for Florida to be a leader in medical re-
search, 93 percent responded that it is 
very, very important, and that is re-
markable. 

I agree with my fellow Floridians, 
and that is why I am here tonight, and 
that is why I am a cosponsor and sup-
porter of the resolution to double NIH 
funding. 

I also want to place in the RECORD an 
article by Wayne McCall who is a 
neighbor of mine. He is President of 
the National Alumni Association in 
which he talks all about this funding. 
So I would like to put this article into 
the RECORD:
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[From the Alumni Scope] 

WE CAN’T AFFORD TO LIMIT UNIVERSITY 
RESEARCH 

Some in Florida feel that state university 
faculty should focus primarily on their role 
as teachers. They feel research is sec-
ondary—if not a complete waste of time. 
They argue that research, by its very nature, 
is successful only through inefficient and ex-
orbitant expenditures of time, energy and 
money. 

Such a view is short sighted. Research is 
critical to the future of our country and the 
world. The majority of the world’s techno-
logical and medical breakthroughs are 
founded on university-based research. New 
ideas link university scientists and scholars 
to businesses. Today’s scientific break-
through achieved through university re-
search becomes tomorrow’s miracle drug. 

Creative activities are an essential link in 
the university’s mission of teaching, re-
search and service. 

And, the University of Florida excels in re-
search. In 1992, its faculty attracted more 
than $235 million in research contracts and 
grants. The College of Engineering, Institute 
of Food and Agricultural Sciences and Col-
lege of Liberals Arts and Sciences won major 
portions, as did medical researchers in UF’s 
Health Science Center. 

The health center’s $57-million-per-year re-
search program is a vital seedbed of discov-
eries that yields leads for improved diag-
nostic tests and treatments for disease. Re-
search findings during 1992 and 1993, reported 
in many of the world’s leading scientific 
journals, include potential advances for bet-
ter health care for us all. 

For example, UF researchers have success-
fully restored limited limb movement in cats 
with spinal cord damage. A UF 
neuroscientist has found evidence that struc-
tural abnormalities in the brain region cov-
ering language comprehension may be linked 
to dyslexia. Florida scientists recently dis-
covered a method to deliver hormones that 
govern communication between the brain 
and body cells through the blood-brain bar-
rier to aid treatment of certain brain dis-
eases, including Alzheimer’s. 

Perhaps the most exciting development in 
the university’s medical research mission is 
the new UF Brain Institute. An $18-million 
federal grant has been awarded and will be 
matched with other funds to construct a $58-
million facility in which scientists will work 
to probe the mysteries of the brain. 

There are countless other examples of eco-
nomic and consumer research, agricultural 
advances, discoveries in chemistry, psy-
chology and engineering that help keep us 
more productive, healthier and safer. 

Historically, Florida has gotten more qual-
ity from its universities for less money than 
any other state in the country. But this ac-
complishment is in danger if Florida’s legis-
lative leaders continue their recent trend of 
failing to fund higher education adequately. 
Since 1989, UF alone has lost more than $50 
million in state funding. By the time you 
read this, the 1993 legislative session may 
have ended, and that toll could be even high-
er. 

In a state with the fourth-largest popu-
lation and the fifth-largest economy in the 
country, Florida’s legislative leaders must 
protect what previous generations have 
built. University research is an important 
and worthwhile part of that investment. 

WAYNE MCCALL, 
President, National 

Alumni Association. 

This article points out that the many 
success stories in the State of Florida 

in university based research, none is 
more important nor more exciting than 
development in the university’s med-
ical research mission than the Brain 
Institute that is at the University of 
Florida in which scientists will work to 
search out the entire mysteries of the 
brain. 

So, my colleague from Pennsylvania 
is doing yeoman service here in his ef-
fort to double the NIH budget, and, as 
he knows, I and others have been a 
long advocate, that the dollars we pro-
vide for research today will reap vast 
savings in the future, and I think that 
is a key to this whole solution. That is 
why I am also original cosponsor of the 
gentleman’s biomedical research revi-
talization resolution of 1999, and I com-
mend him for his efforts here, and I 
hope more of my colleagues will sup-
port him this year, in the 106th Con-
gress. We can make an effort to accom-
plish this task. 

Mr. GEKAS. We thank the gentleman 
for his contribution to this special 
order. 

We now recognize the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. LAZIO) who has 
been vocally in support of our efforts 
ever since he has been in the Congress, 
so we yield to him. 

Mr. LAZIO. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania for his lead-
ership, for allowing us to display our 
commitment to the doubling of the Na-
tional Institute of Health budget, in-
cluding the budget for the National 
Cancer Institute. I want to say this is 
one of the most exciting times to live 
in America. We have an explosion of re-
search that brings great promise. We 
are seeing that through the efforts of 
the National Cancer Institute new ef-
forts in terms of mapping the human 
being through the human genome 
project. Angiogenesis analysis and in-
hibitors, the increase of clinical trials 
and molecular therapy are all exciting 
and promising areas of discovery. If we 
can just reach out and redouble our ef-
forts, we can bring the promise of a 
cure and of our understanding that 
much closer than would otherwise be 
the case. 

I also want to send acknowledge-
ments to somebody very close to me, 
my wife, Patricia, who happens to be a 
breast cancer advocacy unit leader who 
it is our anniversary today as well, and 
she is back in New York, but I want to 
commend her for her great work on be-
half of cancer victims throughout our 
region. 

Let us focus, if we can right now, on 
the invaluable benefits that biomedical 
research makes to the quality of life 
and to the promise of preserving 
human life. It makes necessary the sus-
tained significant commitment to re-
search efforts at NIH, our Nation’s pre-
mier research institution, and reaf-
firms the commitment and the profes-
sionalism of the great NCI team headed 
by Dr. Richard Clauzner. Increasing 

the budget of the NCI will enable ex-
traordinary opportunities for research 
success and real progress in cancer pre-
vention, detection, treatment and sur-
vivorship. Current Federal funding for 
cancer research, however, is inadequate 
to make the kind of difference in the 
lives and the one in two American men 
and one in three American women who 
will develop cancer over his or her life-
time. We must dramatically increase 
our Federal investment in cancer re-
search a relatively paultry 2.3 percent 
of the total cost of cancer in these 
United States at a mere $10.75 per per-
son. 

Cancer is quickly becoming the num-
ber one killer in America. Five 747 
jumbo jets crashing every day for a 
year equals the 563,000 Americans who 
will die this year from cancer. Conserv-
ative estimates project that by 2010 
and 11 short years cancer will become 
the leading cause of death as incidents 
increases 29 percent and mortality 25 
percent and an annual cost of over $200 
billion. These statistics indicate that 
much more aggressive effort is re-
quired to combat cancer and to reduce 
human suffering and lives lost to can-
cer, and yet while cancer is a greater 
threat than ever, only 31 percent of ap-
proved cancer research projects receive 
funding today. We must seize this op-
portunity to quicken the pace of re-
search by funding the most research 
initiatives possible, and we know what 
that brings: 

For example, I have had the pleasure 
of holding forums as the founder and 
chairman of the House Cancer Aware-
ness Working Group, and I want to 
thank so many Members for playing a 
role in this. We know that through a 
commitment through NCI for child-
hood cancer we have increased mor-
tality rates for one of the most devious 
and troubling forms of cancer, and that 
is cancer for effecting children. But we 
also know by getting children into NIH 
protocol hospitals and by ensuring that 
they are in clinical trials we are saving 
more children. We need to bring that 
same promise to adults. 

We must do it for Enri Nuss of New 
York and all those like her who are 
fighting lymphoma today. We must do 
it for the Judy Lewises of the world 
who are fighting breast cancer today. 
We must do it for Jeffrey Theobold, a 
young man I am proud to have called a 
friend who died just recently from can-
cer at the young age of 8. We do it for 
all the family members who suffer with 
cancer and are victims on a daily basis. 

The costs, both human and economic 
of cancer in this country are cata-
strophic. Our national investment in 
cancer research is the key to reduce 
spiraling health care costs. Research 
has shown that for every dollar in-
vested in research, $13 in health care 
costs is saved; for every dollar invested 
in research, $13 saved. But it is more 
important to give cancer victims and 
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their families the peace of mind that 
everything possible is being done to 
cure this devastating disease. 

I want to thank my colleagues here 
in Congress who have been advocating 
for increased funding, and particularly 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS) who has been just a stalwart 
and a leader on this issue, and I am so 
pleased and proud to serve with him 
over the last few years. I am glad that 
we are going to resist the President’s 
recommended budget on NIH who advo-
cates a mere 2.4 percent increase this 
year for the National Cancer Institute 
and a 2.1 percent for NIH as a whole. 
This is no time to withhold resources 
for medical research, Mr. President. 

I want to concur with the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania and encourage all of 
our colleagues to support doubling of 
the budgets of NIH and NCI because it 
is the right thing to do for America, 
and it is the right thing to do for the 
economy, it is the right thing to do to 
restrain health care costs, and cer-
tainly the right thing to do for Amer-
ica’s families and the victims of cancer 
throughout our country. 

I want to thank the gentleman for 
giving me this opportunity to join you 
today and to be your partner and to 
discuss this vitally important topic. 

Mr. GEKAS. We welcome your con-
tinued contribution, and we thank you 
for your participation today. 

We now yield just for a moment be-
fore we get to the gentleman from 
Florida to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BARTON) who wants to make an in-
troduction. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I just want to 
say that I have the Russell Thomas 
children with me, Becca, Anna, Rachel 
and their niece, and they are learning 
about democracy firsthand, and thank 
you for your courtesy to let me intro-
duce them. 

Mr. GEKAS. By all means, and wel-
come the young people because part of 
what we are discussing here today 
right now has to do with maintaining 
healthy lives for the children of our 
country.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. And you are 
doing an outstanding job in that. 

Mr. GEKAS. We thank you for that. 
And now I yield to the gentleman 

from Florida (Mr. MICA) who has been 
waiting patiently in the wings and has 
heard our colleagueswho have partici-
pated in this project proceed. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MICA). 

Mr. MICA. Thank you for recognizing 
me for just a few minutes to talk about 
the subject that you are involved in 
here tonight, and that is adequate 
funding for research. I think it is very 
fitting that I be here tonight rep-
resenting the State of Florida, and the 
State of Florida today is in mourning. 
We are in mourning for the wife of our 
Lieutenant Governor who passed away 
at 2:20 on Sunday afternoon, Mary Bro-
gan. Anyone who knew Mary Brogan 

knew she was a fighter, knew she was 
always at her husband’s side even when 
he was the Commissioner of Education 
in the State of Florida and through his 
election as Lieutenant Governor with 
our current Governor Jeb Bush. Today 
they held a memorial service in our 
State capital for Mary Brogan. Mary 
Brogan fought breast cancer. How im-
portant it is that we continue our fight 
for research, for adequate funding, for 
the National Institute of Health, for 
cancer research, so that we do not have 
to have another memorial service for 
another beautiful lady like Mary Bro-
gan. She was only 44 years old, but she 
left behind many great memories. She 
even, when she was diagnosed with 
breast cancer and even before, became 
a strong advocate for research, for 
work such as you are dedicated here to-
night.
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We miss Mary Brogan. We salute her 

fine work, her courage right to the end, 
and I think it is a fitting memorial to 
Mary Brogan and others who have been 
victims of cancer that we pick up the 
responsibility of seeing that there is 
adequate funding, that there is ade-
quate research, and that these agencies 
go forward to find a cure for a horrible 
disease. 

So I thank the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GEKAS) for his work, for 
his efforts tonight, and for allowing me 
to spend just a moment memorializing 
a wonderful lady with a wonderful 
smile who I will always remember. 

I am grateful for the work of the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, we thank 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) 
for his comments. 

The chart that we have here, before I 
introduce the next speaker on our list 
here, is entitled, The Promise of NIH 
Research for Health. Every one of our 
colleagues spoke about a particular 
subject in which they were interested 
or in which they saw progress, and that 
is what the NIH does. Every single in-
vestigation that the NIH conducts into 
a known disease, or an unknown dis-
ease for that matter, results in im-
provement in our body politic as far as 
the health of our citizens is concerned 
and helps preserve and protect our 
treasury as well. 

Just to give an idea of some of the 
subject matters that were touched 
upon by our colleagues, earlier detec-
tion of cancer with new molecular 
technologies, that falls right into place 
with some of the subject matter; medi-
cations for the treatment of alcoholism 
and drug addiction; new ways to relieve 
pain; earlier detection of cancer, which 
we heard so much about incidents of 
cancer from our colleagues, with new 
molecular technologies, et cetera. Ev-
erything that NIH does touches upon 
every family. 

The next chart, please. In the mean-
time, I will offer into evidence the 

written documentation that backs the 
charts that we are presenting here.

History has demonstrated that government 
initiatives and support for research and de-
velopment can reduce the time required to 
bring benefits to the American public. The 
benefits of this national investment in bio-
medical and behavioral research are realized 
on several levels: reducing pain and suf-
fering; improving the quality of life; advanc-
ing the diagnosis, treatment, and prevention 
of disease and disability; and contributing to 
a stronger economy through health care cost 
savings and increased productivity of our 
citizens. 

1998 health care costs for the major dis-
eases are estimated as follows: Heart Dis-
ease: $128 billion; Cancer: $104 billion; Alz-
heimer’s Disease: $138 billion; Mental Dis-
orders: $148 billion; Arthritis: $65 billion; De-
pression: $44 billion; Stroke: $30 billion; and 
Osteoporosis: $10 billion. 

The National Institutes of Health (NIH) 
plays a critical role in facilitating innova-
tions that lead to significant reductions in 
health care costs. In a series of case studies 
published in 1993, the NIH identified 34 exam-
ples of clinical trials and applied research 
studies that have resulted in savings in 
treatment costs and reductions in lost pro-
ductivity due to disease, disability, and pre-
mature death. Together, the examples yield 
an estimated annual potential savings rang-
ing from $8.3 billion to $12 billion.

THE PROMISE OF NIH RESEARCH FOR HEALTH 

Identify genetic predispositions and risk 
factors for heart attack and stroke. 

New approaches to treating and preventing 
diabetes and its complications. 

Genomic sequencing of disease-causing or-
ganisms to identify new targets for drug de-
velopment. 

Earlier detection of cancer with new mo-
lecular technologies. 

New ways to relieve pain. 
Diagnostic imaging for brain tumors, can-

cers, chronic illnesses. 
Assess drugs for their safety and efficacy 

in children. 
Medications for the treatment of alco-

holism and drug addiction. 
Rigorous evaluation of CAM practices 

(complementary and alternative medicine). 
Clinical trials database—help public gain 

access to information about clinical trials. 
Understand the role of infections in chron-

ic diseases.
Vaccines for preventing HIV infection, 

middle ear infection, typhoid, dysentery, TB, 
E. coli food contamination 

Human genome sequence to assess pre-
disposition to disease, predict responses to 
drugs and environmental agents, and design 
new drugs 

New means of detecting and combating 
agents of bioterrorism 

New ways to repair/replace organs, tissues, 
and cells damaged by disease and trauma 

Understand and ameliorate health dispari-
ties 

Improved interventions for lead poisoning 
in children 

New interventions for neonatal hearing 
loss 

Safer, more effective medications for de-
pression and other mental illnesses 

New approaches to preventing rejection of 
transplanted organs, tissues, cells 

New treatments and preventive strategies 
for STDs (sexually transmitted diseases) 

New approaches to restoring function after 
spinal cord injury
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EMERGENCY FUNDS NEEDED FOR THE 

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 
THERE ARE SERIAL KILLERS LOOSE! 

Killers also known as tuberculosis (TB), 
malaria and aids. 

‘‘These killers took six times as many lives 
in the past 50 years, as wars over the same 
period.’’ (World Health Organization June, 
1999 Report). 

Victims of all infectious diseases: Number 
1 killer in the world; number 3 killer in the 
U.S.; 11 million killed globally in 1998; and 
180,000 killed in the U.S. in 1998. 

‘‘I am confident that a major pandemic 
will be repeated, even through the world is 
better equipped to deal with it.’’ (Nobel Lau-
reate Joshua Lederberg—Future Speaker at 
Biomedical Research Caucus Briefing on 10/
20/99, ‘‘Biological Warfare.’’)

THE CONGRESSIONAL BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH 
CAUCUS 

We organized a biomedical research caucus 
ten years ago for the purpose of informing 
members and staff about the latest develop-
ment in biomedical research and the treat-
ment of diseases. 

We now have nearly 100 members and have 
had 80 briefings. 

First, Dr. Harold Varmus and now Dr. Mi-
chael Bishop, chancellor, University of Cali-
fornia at San Francisco have been our advi-
sors and recommended speakers and subjects 
to us. 

We have covered a great number of topics, 
including cancer, alzheimer’s, diabetes, 
learning disorders, and I want to include in 
the RECORD at this point the eight caucus 
topics we have scheduled for this year. And 
I will note that we will be hearing about 
stem cell research, heart failure and biology 
warfare. 

These caucuses are sponsored by the Joint 
Steering Committee for Public Policy which 
is chaired by Dr. Eric Lander of the White-
head Institute at MIT. Four scientific soci-
eties, the American Society for Cell Biology, 
the American Society for Biochemistry and 
Molecular Biology, the Biophysical Society 
and the Genetics Society of America make 
up the steering committee. 

Also, we have been offered the opportunity 
to bring these caucus briefings to interested 
people throughout the country through 
knowledge television broadcasts. This will 
provide cutting edge research information to 
our constituents so that they can understand 
the hard decisions we must make on NIH 
funding.

CONGRESSIONAL BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH 
CAUCUS 

1999 SCHEDULE OF EVENTS 
March 3, 1999—Designer Tissues, Robert 

Langer, The Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology. 

March 24, 1999—Hearing & Deafness, A. 
James Hudspeth, The Rockefeller Univer-
sity. 

April 21, 1999—Learning Disorders, Paula 
Tallal, Rutgers University. 

May 19, 1999—The Sequence of the Worm 
Genome: What it Means for Human Biology, 
Martin Chalfie, Columbia University. 

June 16, 1999—Nitric Oxide: The Serious 
Side of Laughing Gas, Solomon Snyder, The 
Johns Hopkins University. 

September 15, 1999—The Potential of Stem 
Cell Research, John Gearhart, The Johns 
Hopkins University. 

October 6, 1999—New Approaches to the 
Study of Heart Failure, Eric Olson, Univer-
sity of Texas Southwestern Medical Center. 

October 20, 1999—Biological Warfare, Josh-
ua Lederberg, The Rockefeller University.

Before we go to the next one, we rec-
ognize the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. EHLERS), who himself has been a 
stalwart defender of the faith, as it 
were, in our efforts on behalf of dou-
bling the funding for NIH. 

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GEKAS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS) for yielding and congratulate 
him for organizing this particular dis-
cussion. 

Everyone knows what a tremendous 
asset the National Institutes of Health 
has been to our Nation. It is truly one 
of the jewels of the research effort 
within this nation. I appreciate the 
gentleman yielding time for this par-
ticular discussion and for the com-
ments that I have to make, because I 
wish to broaden the discussion, not 
just from the National Institutes of 
Health and their dependence upon bio-
logical knowledge but some of the 
background for that knowledge and 
where it comes from and how that re-
lates to our research efforts today. 

As we have heard, biological knowl-
edge is in the midst of an explosion 
that is generating tremendous ad-
vances in our knowledge and techno-
logical capabilities, and particularly in 
developments for health care. Specifi-
cally, we are making very rapid 
progress in the tools that we have at 
our disposal for the treatment of dis-
ease and other medical afflictions. 

The National Institutes of Health 
has, to a large extent, been our steward 
through this astounding growth phase 
of the life sciences. The leadership at 
NIH has been deliberate and patient in 
its investment in fundamental research 
projects which have matured to 
produce knowledge we can use to im-
prove diagnostic tests, choose more ef-
fective treatments or even design new 
drugs to target specific diseases. 

With the completion of the Human 
Genome Project, we may soon move to-
ward a medical environment where par-
ticular forms of disease are treated 
with therapies customized to an indi-
vidual’s genetic makeup and clinical 
manifestations. However, the NIH has 
not been the only supporter of such 
novel and groundbreaking research. 
Nor has biomedical science been the 
sole source of our medical advances. 

In fact, the recent surge in biological 
research has evolved through a syner-
gistic relationship between all sci-
entists, and that is the point I wish to 
make this evening. As a physicist, for 
example, I can point to a number of 
contributions from my field that have 
enhanced our biomedical capabilities 
in the laboratory and the doctor’s of-
fice. 

Significantly, the medical applica-
tions of these projects were not fore-
seen at the time they were funded and 

that illustrates the importance of sup-
porting and sponsoring basic research, 
which eventually does result in such 
beneficial effects to the human race. 

As an example, the discovery of x-
rays, which is a curiosity over 100 years 
ago when discovered by Roentgen, as 
we know x-rays have tremendous med-
ical applications today. It is hard to 
find any one of us who has not had nu-
merous x-rays. 

At the same time, what many of us 
do not know is that x-ray crystallog-
raphy, which allows us to examine the 
details of protein structure as well as 
electromicroscopy, which allows us to 
look inside the cell and its working 
components, the organelles, both have 
been extremely important in also help-
ing improve health care and diagnosis 
and treatment. 

I have also described on the floor be-
fore another important tool, that is, 
Magnetic Resonance Imaging, MRI, 
which is a fascinating development be-
cause it shows the importance of basic 
research in very esoteric fields of phys-
ics. 

In this particular case, nuclear mag-
netic resonance developed in the early 
1950s, resulting in Nobel prizes for Ed 
Purcell and Felix Bloch, was a com-
pletely esoteric field, of interest only 
to those studying nuclear structure. It 
allows us to measure nuclear magnetic 
moments, electric quadrupole mo-
ments, as well as nuclear spins. 

Another esoteric development at that 
time was developing data gathering 
and analysis techniques for discovering 
elementary particles in physics, totally 
unrelated esoteric fields within physics 
and yet they combine to result in MRI, 
which is the most advanced and superb 
diagnostic tool we have available today 
and certainly essential to the work 
done at NIH in other areas. 

Beyond physics and chemistry, biol-
ogy is dependent upon seemingly unre-
lated fields to support its growth. A 
prime example today is computer 
science. Digital analysis of tissue sam-
ples, rapid dissemination of informa-
tion, both in the form of raw data be-
tween scientists and education infor-
mation for public health uses, data 
bank compilation and analysis, and bi-
ological modeling programs, are all ex-
amples of how progress in biomedical 
research is sustained by growth in 
other scientific disciplines. 

As was recommended in the Science 
Policy Report prepared by the Com-
mittee on Science last fall, adopted by 
them, and then adopted by this House 
as H. Res. 578, the Federal Government 
has an irreplaceable role to play in the 
Nation’s basic research endeavors 
through stable and substantial funding 
reports. 

I just want to make certain that ev-
eryone understands we have a responsi-
bility to ensure that our cumulative 
research portfolio is balanced among 
the various disciplines, and I support 
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Dr. Harold Varmus for his fine work in 
this and his recognition of our depend-
ence upon many other sciences.

I’d like to thank the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania for yielding time to me to participate 
in this important discussion of the research 
priorities facing our nation as we enter the 
21st century. 

As we have heard, biological knowledge is 
in the midst of an explosion that is generating 
tremendous advances in our knowledge and 
technological capabilities. Specifically, we are 
making rapid progress in the tools that we 
have at our disposal for the treatment of dis-
ease and other medical afflictions. 

The National Institutes of Health (NIH) has, 
to a large extent, been our steward through 
this astounding growth phase in the life 
sciences. The leadership at NIH has been de-
liberate and patient in its investment in funda-
mental research projects which have matured 
to produce knowledge we can use to improve 
diagnostic tests, choose more effective treat-
ments, or even design new drugs to target 
specific diseases. With the completion of the 
Human Genome Project, we may soon move 
toward a medical environment where particular 
forms of disease are treated with therapies 
customized to an individual’s genetic make-up 
and clinical manifestations. 

However, the NIH has not been the only 
supporter of such novel and groundbreaking 
research. Nor has biomedical science been 
the sole source of our medical advances. In 
fact, the recent surge in biological research 
has evolved through a synergistic relationship 
of all the sciences. 

As a physicist, I can point to several con-
tributions from my field that have enhanced 
our biomedical capabilities in the laboratory 
and the doctor’s office. Significantly, the med-
ical applications of these projects were not 
foreseen at the time they were funded. I have 
described one of these tools to you on this 
floor before, that of Magnetic Resonance Im-
aging—a result of studies in nuclear and par-
ticle physics—crystallography, which allows us 
to examine the details of protein structure, and 
electron microscopy, which allows us to look 
inside the cell at its working components, the 
organelles. 

Beyond physics and chemistry, biology is 
dependent upon other seemingly unrelated 
fields to support its growth. A prime example 
today is computer science. Digital analysis of 
tissue samples, rapid dissemination of infor-
mation (both in the form of raw data between 
scientists and education information for public 
health nurses), data bank compilation and 
analysis, and biological modeling programs 
are all examples of how progress in bio-
medical research is sustained by growth in 
other scientific disciplines. 

As recommended in the Science Policy Re-
port released by the Committee on Science 
last fall, and adopted by this body as H. Res. 
578, the Federal Government has an irre-
placeable role to play in the Nation’s basic re-
search endeavors through stable and substan-
tial funding support. However, we also have a 
responsibility to ensure that our cumulative re-
search portfolio is balanced among the dis-
ciplines to sustain the overall health of our re-
search investment. 

I would like to close with a quote from Dr. 
Harold Varmus, the Director of NIH. Speaking 

at the Centennial Meeting of the American 
Physical Society this past March, Dr. Varmus 
stated that ‘‘one of [his] convictions about 
medical research [was] that the NIH can wage 
an effective war on disease only if we—as a 
nation and a scientific community, not just a 
single agency—harness the energies of many 
disciplines, not just biology and medicine.’’

I agree with Dr. Varmus, and I also agree 
with the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS) and my other colleagues. We should 
capitalize on the advances which our past re-
search investments are yielding in the health-
related fields by increasing funding, but we 
must do so responsibly. We must not sacrifice 
today’s fundamental research projects for 
quick advances in one field. Rather, we should 
concurrently nurture today’s biomedical suc-
cess while investing in tomorrow’s unknown 
promises. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GEKAS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS) for yielding, I want to com-
mend him for having this special order. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say this to the 
Members: America has always been up 
to the challenge, whether it was build-
ing the transcontinental railroad to 
unite our West Coast with the rest of 
the Nation after the civil war; putting 
a man on the moon; or soldiers coming 
back from a war; devising a GI bill; the 
interstate system. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, we are confronted 
with the biggest challenge of all and 
that is the challenge that confronts 
each of us daily, and that is the chal-
lenge of disease. So I am proud to be a 
part of this effort in combatting it. 

I did want to mention two people, Dr. 
Beatrice Hahn of UAB, who has actu-
ally, as a result of an NIH grant, traced 
over a 20-year period the origins of 
AIDS; and also Dr. Robert Castleberry 
and Dr. Peter Emmanuel, who have 
found the origin of a very rare form of 
childhood leukemia which only affects 
children under the age of 5. That is all 
as a result of NIH funding.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to mention two 
teams of University of Alabama in Birmingham 
(UAB) researchers both of which have made 
progress in conquering or controlling two of 
our most prolific diseases, AIDS and Leu-
kemia. The first team, led by Dr. Beatrice 
Hahn and her husband Dr. George Shaw, 
have waged a 20 year quest which resulted in 
the discovery of the origin of HIV1.

THE ORIGIN OF HIV–1: UAB RESEARCHERS 
LEAD DISCOVERY EFFORT 

(Synopsis Research News, Feb. 2, 1999) 
UAB scientists have discovered the origin 

of Human-Immunodeficiency Virus Type 1 
(HIV–1), the virus that causes AIDS in hu-
mans. This finding by an international team 
of scientists led by Beatrice H. Hahn, MD, of 
UAB, solves a 20-year-old puzzle regarding 
the beginnings of the AIDS epidemic, which 
now afflicts some 30 million people world-
wide. Dr. Hahn presented her study on Janu-
ary 31 at the 6th Conference on Retroviruses 
and Opportunistic Infections in Chicago. A 

paper detailing the discovery appears in the 
February 4 issue of the journal Nature. 

Dr. Hahn, a professor of medicine and 
microbiology at UAB, is senior author of the 
paper. Feng Gao, MD, research assistant pro-
fessor of medicine at UAB, is the paper’s lead 
author. 

The researchers identified a subspecies of 
chimpanzee (Pan troglodytes troglodytes) na-
tive to West-Central Africa as the natural 
reservoir for HIV–1. ‘‘We have long suspected 
a virus from African primates to be the 
cause of human AIDS. However, exactly 
which animal species was responsible was 
unknown,’’ says Dr. Gao. Viruses related to 
HIV–1 had previously been found in chim-
panzees and were given the designation 
SIVcpz (for Simian Immunodeficiency 
Virus). However, only three such infected 
animals were identified, and one of these 
harbored a virus so different from HIV–1 that 
most scientists questioned a direct relation-
ship to the human virus.

SOPHISTICATED MOLECULAR TECHNIQUES 
The recent breakthrough came when Dr. 

Hahn and her colleagues identified a fourth 
SIVcpz infected chimpanzee and used sophis-
ticated molecular techniques to analyze all 
four viruses and the animals from which 
they were derived. The researchers found 
that three of the four SIVcpz strains came 
from chimpanzees that belonged to the Pan 
troglodytes troglodytes subspecies. The fourth 
virus strain, which was genetically divergent 
from the other three, came from an animal 
that belonged to a different chimpanzee sub-
species, termed Pan troglodytes schweinfurthi, 
native to East Africa. The scientists then 
discovered that all known strains of HIV–1, 
including the major group M (responsible for 
the global AIDS epidemic), as well as groups 
N and O (found only in West-Central Africa), 
were closely related only to SIVcpz strains 
infecting Pan troglodytes troglodytes.

The puzzle’s final piece was put in place 
when the researchers realized that the nat-
ural habitat for Pan troglodytes troglodytes 
overlaps precisely with the region in West-
Central Africa where all three groups of 
HIV–1 (M, N, and O) were first recognized. 
Based on these findings, Dr. Hahn and her 
colleagues concluded that Pan troglodytes 
troglodytes is the origin of HIV–1 and has 
been the source of at least three independent 
cross-species transmission events of SIVcpz. 

While the origin of the AIDS epidemic has 
been clarified, an explanation for why the 
epidemic arose in the mid-20th century, and 
not before, remains a matter of speculation. 
‘‘Chimpanzees are frequently hunted for 
food, especially in West-Central Africa, and 
we believe that HIV–1 was introduced into 
the human population through exposure to 
blood during hunting and field dressing of 
these animals,’’ says Dr. Hahn. And she be-
lieves that, while incidental transmissions of 
chimpanzee viruses to humans may have oc-
curred throughout history, it was the socio-
economic changes in post-World War II Afri-
ca that provided the particular cir-
cumstances leading to the spread of HIV–1 
and the development of the AIDS epidemic. 
‘‘Increasing urbanization, breakdown of tra-
ditional lifestyles, population movements, 
civil unrest, and sexual promiscuity are all 
known to increase the rates of sexually 
transmitted diseases and thus likely trig-
gered the AIDS pandemic,’’ adds Dr. Hahn. 

‘‘The importance of the current findings 
could be far reaching,’’ says George Shaw, 
MD, PhD, a Howard Hughes Medical Insti-
tute Investigator at UAB and a principal au-
thor of the paper. ‘‘Chimpanzees are iden-
tical to humans in over 98% of their genome, 
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yet they appear to be resistant to the dam-
aging effects of the AIDS virus on the im-
mune system. By studying the biological 
reasons for this difference, we may be able to 
obtain important clues concerning the path-
ogenic basis of HIV–1 in humans and possibly 
new strategies for treating the disease more 
effectively.’’ He further adds that a better 
understanding of exactly how the chim-
panzee’s immune system responds to SIVcpz 
infection compared to that of humans is 
likely to lead to the development of more ef-
fective strategies for an HIV–1 vaccine. 

BUSH-MEAT TRADE 
Finally, the authors of the paper note that 

transmission of SIVcpz could still be ongo-
ing. ‘‘The bushmeat trade—the hunting and 
killing of chimpanzees and other endangered 
animals for human consumption—is a com-
mon practice in West-Central Africa and rep-
resents an ongoing risk for humans,’’ says 
Dr. Hahn. ‘‘Subsistency hunting has always 
been a part of West-Central African culture, 
but increasing logging activities in the past 
decade have provided unprecedented access 
to remote forest regions and have led to the 
commercialized killing of thousands of chim-
panzees, gorillas, and monkeys. It took us 20 
years to find where HIV–1 came from, only to 
realize that the very animal species that 
harbors it is at the brink of extinction.’’

‘‘We cannot afford to lose these animals, 
either from an animal conservation or a 
medical investigative standpoint,’’ she says. 
‘‘It is quite possible that the chimpanzee, 
which has served as the source of HIV–1, also 
holds the clues to its successful control.’’ Dr. 
Hahn and her colleagues hope that, as a con-
sequence of their research, there will be ad-
ditional measures taken to discourage chim-
panzee poaching and to preserve this and 
other endangered primate species. 

The team of scientists responsible for the 
AIDS discovery include UAB’s Ya-Lu Chen, 
Cynthia Rodenburg, and Scott Michael, as 
well as Paul Sharp and Elizabeth Bailes from 
the University of Nottingham in England; 
David Robertson from the Laboratory of 
Structural and Genetic Information in Mar-
seilles, France; Larry Cummins from the 
Southwest Foundation for Biomedical Re-
search in Texas; Larry Arthur from the 
Frederick Cancer Research and Development 
Center in Frederick, Maryland; and Martine 
Peeters from the Laboratory of Retroviruses 
at ORSTOM in Montpellier, France. 

The research was funded by the National 
Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases 
and the Howard Hughes Medical Institute.

The second team led by Dr. Peter Emanuel 
and Dr. Robert Castleberry, were involved in a 
13 year effort to save our youngest citizens. 
Dr. Peter Emanuel at UAB is one of the first 
recipients of the K24 awards. The K24 award 
is an individual grant to aid in patient-oriented 
research and to allow the individual to mentor 
younger trainees. Dr. Emanuel and his col-
league, Dr. Robert Castleberry, also at UAB, 
have been investigating for over a decade a 
rare but very deadly form of childhood leu-
kemia which affects children under the age of 
five. Over their thirteen years of research in 
this disorder they have emerged as the 
world’s leaders for this childhood leukemia, 
have led the investigations revealing the cel-
lular and genetic mechanisms which cause 
this leukemia, and have discovered new thera-
pies for this dreaded leukemia. As a result of 
this K24 award and other grants from the NIH 
and the Leukemia Society of America, Drs. 
Emanuel and Castleberry are about to start a 

new treatment protocol for this childhood leu-
kemia which will cover all of North America. 
This treatment protocol will include chemo-
therapy, bone marrow transplantation, an ex-
perimental drug, and a vitamin A derivative, 
the latter two being developed as a result of 
discoveries made in the laboratory and taken 
to the patient bedside, so-called ‘‘Translational 
Research.’’ This protocol, being conducted in 
close conjunction with the National Cancer In-
stitute (NCI), will begin in the coming months. 
In addition, a North American registry and a 
web site for families and physicians alike are 
all in the works. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, we want to 
acknowledge the presence of the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON), but 
we have no time to yield to him but we 
thank him for his participation. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent for another 3 hours so we can com-
plete our message but I do not think I 
will get it. I see some heads shaking 
over there, but we thank everyone for 
the time that has been accorded us.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
express my support for H. Res. 89, calling for 
a $2,000,000,000 increase in the Federal in-
vestment in biomedical research in fiscal year 
2000. Such an increase is vital to ensure that 
Congress fulfills the commitment it made last 
year to double the budget of the National Insti-
tutes of Health over five years. 

I support H. Res. 89 with the hope that this 
increase will enable the National Institutes of 
Health to accelerate its research efforts in two 
particular areas that I feel have been ne-
glected in the past. The first area is Ovarian 
Cancer. Each year more than 14,000 women 
die of Ovarian Cancer in the United States. 
There are no reliable methods for early detec-
tion so most women are diagnosed in the late 
stages when the five-year survival rate is only 
15–20 percent. Even more tragic is the fact 
that a large portion of these women are only 
in their 20’s and 30’s when struck with this 
disease. 

While the general population has grown 
more and more familiar with some cancers in 
recent years, ovarian cancer continues to fall 
below the radar of the general public. Until re-
cently, little research was done exclusively on 
ovarian cancer, and to date, no early detection 
method for ovarian cancer has been devel-
oped. As a direct result, mortality rates for 
Ovarian Cancer have remained the same for 
the past 50 years. This is truly disheartening. 

Such destruction compelled me to introduce 
legislation to address these research inad-
equacies. Every year since 1991, I have intro-
duced legislation to promote and advance the 
ovarian cancer research and public education 
effort. In this Congress I have introduced H.R. 
961, the Ovarian Cancer Research and Infor-
mation Amendments of 1999. 

The Ovarian Cancer Research and Informa-
tion Amendments of 1999 has three compo-
nents. First, it authorizes $150 million of ovar-
ian cancer research, one half to be spent on 
basic cancer research and one half on clinical 
trials and treatment. Of this research, the bill 
requires that priority be given to: developing a 
test for the early detection of ovarian cancer; 
research to identify precursor lesions and re-
search to determine the manner in which be-

nign conditions progress to malignant status; 
research to determine the relationship be-
tween ovarian cancer and endometriosis; and 
appropriate counseling, for women who partici-
pate as subjects in research, including coun-
seling about the genetic basis of the disease. 

Second, the bill provides for a comprehen-
sive information program to provide the pa-
tients and the public information regarding 
screening procedures; information on the ge-
netic basis to ovarian cancer; any known fac-
tors which increase risk of getting ovarian can-
cer; and any new treatments for ovarian can-
cer. 

Finally, it requires that the National Cancer 
Advisory Board include one or more individ-
uals who are at high risk for developing ovar-
ian cancer. 

It is time that we commit to ovarian cancer 
research the resources it deserves and give 
women a fighting chance in the war against 
ovarian cancer. 

Doubling the budget for NIH will also 
strengthen our commitment to research in eye 
disease and vision disorders conducted at the 
National Eye Institute (NEI). 

Given the demographics of the American 
population, blinding eye and vision disorders 
pose a tremendous challenge to our health 
care system and income support programs. By 
the year 2030, the elderly population in the 
United States is expected to double and more 
than 66 million Americans will be at risk for 
blinding eye disorders. Cataracts afflict 29 per-
cent of Americans between ages 65 and 74; 
glaucoma afflicts over 2 million Americans and 
is the leading cause of blindness in African 
Americans; age-related macular degeneration 
afflicts 1.7 million Americans; and diabetic ret-
inopathy is the most frequent cause of new 
blindness in our working population between 
the ages of 24 and 74. The incidence of these 
diseases promises to increase as the ‘baby-
boomers’ age. 

Today, eye and vision disorders cost society 
$38 billion every year. This cost will grow ex-
ponentially unless existing research opportuni-
ties are vigorously pursued. 

For these reasons I urge my colleagues to 
remain firmly committed to doubling the NIH 
budget, and furthermore, to ensure that the 
National Eye Institute receives a cor-
responding increase. Unfortunately, an anal-
ysis of funding trends over time indicates that 
the increases in the NEI budget have not kept 
pace with the increases received by the NIH. 
Since 1985, the NIH budget has grown by 60 
percent while the NEI budget has grown by 
only 24 percent. When the appropriations over 
the past five years are averaged, the NEI has 
received the second smallest increase of the 
NIH programs. This is appalling given the seri-
ous diseases afflicting the aging eye. I am 
concerned about the commitment to eye and 
vision research reflected in this trend and 
have introduced legislation, H.R. 731, calling 
for a doubling of the NEI’s budget over a five-
year period. I invite all of my colleagues to join 
me in co-sponsoring this legislation. 

When asked what sense do you fear losing 
the most, a majority of Americans respond 
that it is their vision. We, as representatives, 
have an obligation to make our commitment to 
eye and vision research at the NEI as strong 
as our commitment to the biomedical research 
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enterprise at NIH. I urge my colleagues to 
support a 15 percent increase for NIH and NEI 
in Fiscal Year 2000, which will keep this Con-
gress on track to doubling the budget of these 
institutions. 

I urge my colleagues to make biomedical re-
search a priority and support doubling the re-
search efforts at the National Institutes of 
Health and to support increasing research ef-
forts at the National Eye Institute and for 
Ovarian Cancer at the National Cancer Insti-
tute.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr GEKAS, for 
arranging this Special Order, and I rise in 
strong support of Mr. GEKAS’ House Resolu-
tion 89, calling for the doubling of the NIH 
budget by Fiscal Year 2003. As a member of 
the Biomedical Research Caucus and as 
someone who has personally benefited from 
the advances in biomedical research, I urge 
my colleagues to support this important reso-
lution. 

Mr. Speaker, there isn’t an American today 
that has not benefited from the ground-break-
ing medical advances made by the National 
Institutes of Health. Future investments in NIH 
hold the key to long-awaited breakthroughs in 
life-threatening diseases and ailments that 
plague our society. Biomedical research is not 
only responsible for improving the lives of 
Americans and savings in health care, but it is 
also vital to our economic competitiveness. 
America is the leader in medical technology 
and that is why it is so important that we con-
tinue to invest in research so we do not lose 
our competitive advantage in this critical field. 

In my district in Boston, several teaching 
hospitals and academic research facilities are 
leaders in producing biomedical research ad-
vances that have improved health care and 
the quality of life for patients, not only in the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, but 
throughout the world. This vital research pro-
duces new knowledge and technology, and it 
also provides the knowledge necessary for de-
veloping earlier, cost-effective diagnosis, less 
invasive surgical procedures, more effective 
rehabilitation and improved patient care. In 
1998, Massachusetts teaching hospitals re-
ceived $421 million in funding from the NIH, 
which represents 47 percent of total NIH fund-
ing to independent teaching hospitals through-
out the country. The NIH funding to teaching 
hospitals and universities in Massachusetts 
makes my home state the medical Mecca of 
the world. 

Increasing the NIH budget will enable the 
medical community to continue its break-
throughs in finding cures for heart disease, 
AIDS, cancer, diabetes, cystic fibrosis, Alz-
heimer and many other life-threatening dis-
eases. Increased funding is also critical to at-
tracting our best and brightest students into 
the medical research field. It is vital that the 
government foster an environment in which 
medical research can flourish. 

With increased investment in the NIH, more 
grants and research centers will be funded 
and NIH will be able to direct funds to pre-
viously underfunded areas of biomedical re-
search. One area that I hope we will renew 
our nation’s commitment to is eye and vision 
research. I am increasingly concerned about 
the impact of blinding disorders on our nation 

as America ages. One out of every four Amer-
icans 75 years of age and older suffers from 
serious vision loss which is not correctable 
with glasses. For example, mascular degen-
eration is an irreversible loss of central vision 
and is the leading cause of visual impairment 
among the elderly. Also, diabetic retinopathy is 
an inevitable complication in patients with long 
term Type 1 and Type 2 diabetes and is the 
leading cause of blindness among Americans 
aged 25–74. Given the demographics in the 
American population, eye research is critical. 
Over the next thirty years, the number of 
Americans aged 75 and over will double. Un-
less we develop medical cures for these ail-
ments, millions of Americans will lose their 
independence because of eye disorders. 

In recent years, our nation’s investments in 
eye and vision research conducted through 
the National Eye Institute (NEI) has just not 
measured up to the strength of our commit-
ment in other areas of biomedical research at 
NIH. The NEI has received the second small-
est increase of all NIH programs when you 
look at the average of appropriations from the 
last five years. Since 1985, NIH has grown 
more than 60 percent, while NEI has grown by 
only 24 percent. I fear if this trend continues, 
it will result in a disastrous situation when the 
demographics of the next millennium are con-
sidered. 

In order to reverse this trend I have joined 
my colleagues, Congresswoman PATSY MINK, 
as a cosponsor of her legislation, H.R. 731, 
which specifically calls for a doubling of the 
NEI budget over five years. I urge all of my 
colleagues to support in these efforts to in-
crease funding in biomedical research and to 
continue to make solid investments in the 
health and well-being of our citizens. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague, Rep-
resentative GEORGE GEKAS for his leadership 
and commitment to biomedical research.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, in American 
dramatist Tennessee Williams’ play of the 
1950’s, ‘‘Cat On a Hot Tim Roof’’, ‘‘Big 
Daddy,’’ fearing that a tumor found in his body 
is cancerous, speaks of ‘‘a man not having a 
pig’s advantage.’’ He refers to the human 
race’s unique ability to conceive of its own 
mortality. Truly, the number of men and 
women throughout the world daily battling ill-
ness and disability is a constant reminder of 
the reality that humanity is at war with disease 
and death. What Big Daddy did not acknowl-
edge, and also what most of us often fail to 
recognize, is that the human ability to con-
ceive of our mortality does not confine us to 
the status of the disadvantaged. Instead, it af-
fords us an advantage in terms of our capacity 
to treat and even cure disease should we 
focus our resources—combining our intellec-
tual faculties with financial and technological 
resources in the biomedical field—toward the 
common goal of fighting disease. 

The National Institutes of Health (NIH) is the 
organization in the U.S. where such resources 
are directed toward the discovery of treat-
ments and cures for illnesses. Research at the 
NIH ranges from various forms of cancer to 
disorders which are cardiovascular, psycho-
logical, and neurological in nature. It extends 
also from immune deficiency disorders to dia-
betes and cystic fibrosis. 

Because the NIH seeks to protect, treat, 
and preserve what is common to all humans—

life—the benefits of NIH research are not con-
fined to any specific race, sex, religion, or ge-
ographic region. Some of the major advances 
of the NIH in the past fifty years which serve 
the public include vaccines against polio, hep-
atitis B, and many other infectious agents; 
penicillin and other antibiotics; recommenda-
tions for health-promoting diet and lifestyle, in-
cluding simple amens to lower the incidence 
of heart disease; replacements for many hor-
mone and vitamin deficiencies; new methods 
for contraception; tests to protect the blood 
supply from hepatitis B and C viruses and 
HIV; new surgical methods, including organ 
transplantation and implantation of pace-
makers and artificial joints; effective therapies 
for certain leukemias and cancers; drugs ef-
fective against mental illnesses; new thera-
peutics, such as blood cell growth factors, 
from recombinant DNA technologies; in vitro 
fertilization methods; and genetic testing for 
many inherited diseases. Needless to say, the 
list could go on forever. As our nation has his-
torically been a leader in biomedical research, 
increasing Congressional funding to support 
the work of NIH would be a proactive step to 
continue our commitment to fight humanity’s 
war against disease. Increasing the federal in-
vestment in biomedical research by 
$2,000,000,000 in fiscal year 2000 would pro-
vide the scientific and medical communities 
the resources necessary to continue to im-
prove the quality of life for Americans and 
human beings worldwide. 

As an original co-sponsor of House Resolu-
tion 89 and as co-chair of the Biomedical Re-
search Caucus, I think the fact that the 106th 
Congress has witnessed for the first time in 
over 20 years an Administration’s request for 
civilian R&D to exceed that for defense is just 
one reflection of the escalated need to 
prioritize biomedical research in the next cen-
tury. We are presently at the close of a cen-
tury which the average life expectancy in the 
United States has increased by nearly thirty 
years. As stated by Dr. Harold Varmus, direc-
tor of NIH, such statistics make victory over 
disease and disability a goal that is realistic. 
For example, research sponsored by the NIH 
will map and sequence the entire human ge-
nome by 2005, leading to a new era of molec-
ular medicine that will provide unprecedented 
opportunities for the prevention, diagnosis, 
treatment, and cure of diseases that currently 
plague society. 

However, while we commend the medical 
field for the developments over the 20th cen-
tury which have prolonged life for Americans, 
we must also recognize that the work is far 
from complete. With the aging of our nation’s 
population, neurodegenerative diseases, such 
as Alzheimer’s and Parkinson’s disease, 
threaten to destroy the lives of millions of 
Americans, overwhelm the Nation’s health 
care system, and bankrupt the medicare and 
medicaid programs. Incidentally, NIH re-
searchers will inevitably face new puzzles 
about the human body, heredity, environ-
mental insults, and infectious agents. 

The bottom line is that the 25 institutes and 
centers of the NIH, each focusing on particular 
diseases or research areas inhuman health, 
receive their funding primarily from Congress. 
Ninety percent of NIH’s budget is already 
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committed to multi-year grant recipients for re-
search, as well as the infrastructure of the In-
stitutes and Centers. New scientific opportuni-
ties and earmarks compete for the remaining 
10 percent, and these scientific inquiries would 
likely benefit public health. While overall fund-
ing for R&D has been reduced in recent years, 
biomedical funding at the NIH has nearly dou-
bled over the last decade. Still however, about 
75% of the research grant proposals sub-
mitted to NIH do not receive funding, leaving 
many scientists no choice but to find other ca-
reers. New discoveries in biomedical sciences 
require individual experimentation, and the 
prospect of winning the victory over disease 
becomes narrower and narrower as more sci-
entists cease exploring for explanations, treat-
ments, and cures. 

In order to fully understand this issue, it is 
important to keep in mind the larger repercus-
sions of the work of the National Institutes of 
Health. A present commitment to medical re-
search in the U.S. means an eventual reduc-
tion in health care expenditures. Thus, allo-
cating funds to the NIH is an investment that 
has the potential to yield favorable returns not 
only in terms of the quality of human life, but 
in economic terms as well. Furthermore, 
‘‘since our country leads the world in pharma-
ceuticals and research, in [the] development of 
technologies and biomedical advancement’’ 
required to ‘‘hone in on the eradication of dis-
ease, not only will we be steadily moving to-
wards the goal of preventing’’ and curing dis-
ease, but ‘‘at the same time we will fashion a 
new leadership, economic worldwide leader-
ship, for our country in producing the where-
withal by which to fight those diseases. What 
that means is more jobs, more enterprise, 
more prosperity, while helping save humanity 
from the ravages of the diseases in every cor-
ner of the world,’’ even those too often unat-
tended.

A discussion of a budget of billions of dol-
lars for one organization can make the NIH 
funding issue seem impersonal, when it is ex-
actly the personal level which makes the need 
for increased federal funding for NIH most 
clear. The debilitating and devastating effects 
of RETT syndrome, a neurological disorder 
which leaves little girls physically and mentally 
handicapped by three years of age, is just one 
example of a medical mystery in which the 
thousands of diagnosed individuals and their 
families must place all their hope in the NIH. 
Girls with the disorder show normal develop-
ment until 6–18 months of life, then appear to 
arrest in development or regress in previously 
acquired skills. Traditional testing methods for 
the disease are inadequate because the in-
flicted child can not speak or gesture. In the 
early stages of the disorder, girls may exhibit 
the autistic features of withdrawal and isola-
tion. Cognitive functioning appears to be se-
verely impaired, but true understanding and in-
telligence are difficult to measure due to 
apraxia: the desire to move and respond, but 
incapability of directing movements. 

The percentage of girls with RETT syn-
drome (about 50 percent who are able to walk 
are lucky. However, they do so in a broad 
based gait, which is often accompanied by 
shakiness of the limbs and torso. Other symp-
toms include: spasticity, curvature of the 
spine, and poor circulation of the legs causing 

loss of mobility. Many girls have abnormal 
breathing patterns such as hyperventilation 
and breath holding. 

RETT syndrome has only recently been rec-
ognized in the United States. Several thou-
sand people have been diagnosed with RETT 
syndrome this year, and it is estimated that 
many thousands more have gone 
undiagnosed. The prevalence of RETT syn-
drome is reported to be from one in ten thou-
sand to one in fifteen thousand live female 
births. 

There is currently no test for RETT syn-
drome. The girls must meet certain clinical cri-
teria for diagnosis. Extensive laboratory inves-
tigations have not revealed a cause. But there 
is a suggestion that as the syndrome is con-
fined to girls, a genetic basis may be indi-
cated. More research is needed by many 
areas of the National Institutes of Health to 
give further insight into the disease in hopes 
of finding a cause, treatment, prevention, and 
cure. It is also well-documented that the re-
search of RETT syndrome has an impact on 
similar neurodegenerative diseases and dis-
orders such as Parkinson’s disease, Alz-
heimer’s disease, Huntington’s disease, and 
the obvious autism and cerebral palsy. Clear-
ly, increasing funding for NIH research and 
development would be instrumental in learning 
more about these diseases to help the victims, 
the families who care for and love them, and 
for all of us, who inevitably have a genetic 
predisposition for a disease or an environ-
mental or lifestyle factor that places us at risk 
to develop an illness or disability for which we 
will one day place all hope in the NIH. 

House Resolution 89 expresses Congres-
sional approval of a federal expenditure of 
which every American would be a beneficiary. 
Whether it be through the prevention, diag-
nosis, treatment, or cure of one’s own dis-
ease, or that of a family member; whether it 
be through positive repercussions for the na-
tion’s health care system; whether it be 
through the creation of jobs and enterprise 
through the medical industry—in some way or 
another, each and every citizen benefits from 
an investment in biomedical research. Should 
the 106th Congress increase funding for the 
NIH, the U.S. will continue to lead the world in 
biomedical research.

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, the United 
States is the world’s leader in medical re-
search. We spend more each year on re-
search to cure and prevent disease than any 
other nation, and we are at the forefront of de-
veloping new and innovative treatments for 
diseases ranging from heart disease to breast 
cancer to AIDS. 

Funding for the National Institutes of Health 
(NIH) is a vital part of the Federal govern-
ment’s effort to improve the health of all Amer-
icans. Recognizing this fact, both Congress 
and the Administration have pledged to work 
together in a bipartisan way to double NIH’s 
funding over the next several years. 

But, we need to match action with words. 
While I have strongly supported efforts in the 
past to increase NIH’s funding, and I will con-
tinue to do so in the future. Yet, there is great 
uncertainty over whether Congress can fulfill 
this commitment and maintain the fiscal dis-
cipline demanded of us by the balanced budg-
et agreement. 

The fact is, we must fulfill this commitment. 
Medical research is not only economically ex-
pedient, it is necessary to bring an end to the 
suffering of millions of Americans who have 
debilitating and terminal conditions. it is only 
through continued and expanded biomedical 
research that this Nation can hope to under-
stand, prevent and cure the diseases that 
threaten our lives and the lives of our children. 

We have already accomplished great things, 
in the field of biomedical research as I pre-
viously mentioned. But what we have accom-
plished yesterday will pale in comparison to 
what we can accomplish tomorrow. There is 
no doubt about it, we are on the cusp of a rev-
olution in biomedical research. We can either 
embrace the revolution crush it before it be-
gins. 

The choice should be obvious. It is simply 
common sense that the most cost-effective 
way to treat diseases is to either cure them or 
prevent them. Prevention, while ideal, is not 
going to be completely effective. Experience 
has taught us that disease will occur no matter 
what steps are taken to prevent it. 

So, we need to find a cure. Only by per-
forming research into the nature of disease 
can we hope to unlock their secrets. Once a 
cure is discovered, it becomes a simple matter 
of administering the medication/vaccine. The 
difficult part is finding the cure. Research is 
the key and without dollars there can be no 
research. 

I urge all my colleagues to renew and 
strengthen their commitment to making bio-
medical research a top priority as we enter the 
next millennium. Our children and their chil-
dren will thank us as they live longer, and 
healthier lives.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I want to thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS) 
for organizing this special order and for his 
tireless efforts to educate our colleagues on 
the importance of biomedical research. 

I stand today as one of what I am pleased 
to say is a growing number of members of this 
body who believe that biomedical research 
must be one of Congress’ highest priorities in 
allocating scarce federal funding. 

The role of such research in combating dis-
ease is well known. Federally-supported bio-
medical research creates high-skill jobs, helps 
retain U.S. leadership in biomedical research 
and development, and supports an industry 
which generates a positive balance of trade 
for our country. Research provides great hope 
for effectively treating, curing and eventually 
preventing disease and thereby saving our 
country billions of dollars in annual health care 
costs. For example, in terms of health care 
savings, the development of the polio vaccine 
alone—one of thousands of discoveries sup-
ported by NIH funding—has more than paid 
for our country’s five decades of investment in 
federal biomedical research. 

I serve as Chairman of the Appropriations 
Subcommittee which funds NIH—as well as 
the departments of Education, Health & 
Human Services and Labor—and I have made 
funding for biomedical research one of my 
highest priorities. For fiscal year 1999 (FY99), 
Congress was able to provide a 15 percent in-
crease for the NIH. This increase raised the 
total appropriation for NIH to $15.65 billion 
which is $2 billion above the level provided for 
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fiscal year 1998 and $850 million above the 
amount that the President requested. I believe 
this to be the necessary appropriation for the 
NIH to adequately fund their vital and life-
saving work. 

Last year’s appropriation was the first in-
stallment of what we hope will be a five year 
effort to double funding for the NIH through 
such annual increases of approximately 15 
percent. In my judgment, it is clear that incred-
ible opportunities presently exist for progress 
on a host of diseases and that such a commit-
ment of resources is fully justified. Unfortu-
nately, the President’s fiscal year 2000 budget 
request for NIH includes an increase of less 
than two percent, an amount that would not 
even keep place with inflation. And the bal-
anced budget agreement of 1997 also im-
poses very tight caps on discretionary spend-
ing that will make it hard for Congress to find 
the necessary resources. 

Notwithstanding these difficulties, we must 
all actively work to build support in Congress 
for a second 15% increase and to find the re-
sources necessary to make this funding level 
a reality in the coming year. Such priority 
treatment for the NIH is wise and appropriate. 
For quite literally, the health of our economy, 
of our people and our future prosperity all ride 
on the dividends that this research pays.

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take a moment to thank my colleague from 
Pennsylvania, Mr. GEKAS, for arranging to-
night’s Special Order. It is essential that Con-
gress moves forward in its commitment to 
double the medical research budget at the Na-
tional Institutes of Health (NIH). Researchers 
at the NIH are developing cutting-edge treat-
ments for hundreds of diseases from cancer to 
Alzheimer’s to diabetes. Increased funding for 
NIH research and development will allow mil-
lions of Americans to lead healthier lives. I 
would like to submit for the record letters from 
researchers in my District that have benefited 
from NIH-sponsored initiatives.

HARVARD MEDICAL SCHOOL, 
Boston, MA, June 21, 1999. 

Hon. MICHAEL E. CAPUANO, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CAPUANO: I am writ-
ing to thank you for the opportunity to meet 
with you and your staff last week, as one of 
a group of young scientists I was pleased to 
be able to discuss with you issues concerning 
biomedical research and funding in this 
country. I greatly appreciate both your in-
terest and concern in these matters and hope 
that you will be able to participate in the 
Special Order, scheduled for Tuesday, June 
22nd, to discuss the need for doubling fund-
ing to the National Institutes of Health 
(NIH) over the next five years. 

My training in the department of Molec-
ular Medicine at Cornell University was sup-
ported by the Federal Government through 
an Institutional Training Grant in Pharma-
cology awarded by the NIH. As a 
Postdoctoral Fellow in the department of 
Medicine at Beth Israel Deaconess Medical 
Center. I am currently the recipient of a Na-
tional Research Service Award. My research 
regards the regulation of cell growth al-
though very basic this type of work contrib-
utes to our understanding of cancer and will 
hopefully lead to more effective treatments 
for cancer in the future. it is an exciting 
time to be involved in biomedical research, 
the new cross discipline nature of the field 

allows for biologists, chemists and physicists 
to come together in multiple areas and has 
lead to the development of Programs in 
Chemical Biology such as the new Institute 
of Chemistry and Cell Biology at Harvard 
Medical School. These types of collaborative 
efforts should lead to new drugs and treat-
ments in the future. 

The past commitment of our country has 
brought us to the forefront of biomedical re-
search and medical care in the world. With 
our investment leading to new technologies 
and a highly trained work force we are now 
in a position to make this financial commit-
ment payoff. The federal government’s con-
tribution to biomedical research has brought 
us to a new time of molecular approaches to 
medicine and with the human genome 
project well under way it seems feasible that 
we will soon be able to prevent, treat, and 
even cure many diseases from which our so-
ciety suffers. As the single largest contrib-
utor to biomedical research the federal gov-
ernments continued commitment is critical 
to realizing these goals and should allow for 
an improved quality of life for Americans 
and of course lead to a decrease in the ex-
penditures for national health care in the 
country. Additionally expenditures for bio-
medical research on the governments part 
stimulate economic growth in the private 
sector creating jobs in the Biotechnology 
and Pharmaceutical Industries, this is of 
particular relevance in the 8th district. 

It seems clear that staying to the goal of 
doubling the NIH funding in five years (H. 
Res. 89) we must find a way to increase the 
proposed $320 million increase to $2 billion in 
fiscal year 2000. Although current budget 
caps make this difficult I believe that the 
peoples interest would be served by a contin-
ued commitment to biomedical research by 
the federal government. The bipartisan sup-
port that this issue receives and the support 
of the public should justify the requested in-
creased funding to keep us on track. 

Please feel free to contact me if I can be of 
any assistance to you and your staff on 
issues requiring scientific expertise or if you 
would like to form a scientific advisory com-
mittee to deal with complex scientific issues 
I would be happy to participate. Again thank 
you for your time and consideration in this 
important matter. 

Sincerely, 
JUDITH A. GLAVEN, PH.D. 

TUFTS UNIVERSITY, 
June 18, 1999. 

Hon. MICHAEL E. CAPUANO, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CAPUANO: Thank 
you for taking the time to meet with me last 
Wednesday regarding our efforts towards 
doubling the National Institutes of Health 
(NIH) and National Science Foundation 
(NSF) budgets over 5 years. As a Department 
of Defense (DOD) Breast Cancer Research 
Predoctoral Fellow at Tufts University in 
Boston, my research and academic pursuits 
have benefited greatly from the appropria-
tions made to funding agencies such as the 
NIH, NSF and DOD. While at Tufts, DOD and 
NIH funding enabled my doctoral research on 
the inhibition of breast cancer growth and 
metastasis to go forward. Consequently, my 
coworkers and I have been able to dem-
onstrate that the introduction of a soluble 
form of an important receptor on the breast 
cancer cell surface can competitively inhibit 
the binding of this receptor to its target, 
which is located in the matrix surrounding 
the cancer cell. By cutting off this inter-
action, we have slowed the ability of cancer 

cells to grow and migrate through the sur-
rounding milieu, thereby inhibiting tumor 
growth and metastasis of breast cancer cells 
in a mouse model system. 

This work has exciting implications, but 
without the continued support of the NIH 
through grants to the laboratory of my doc-
toral mentor, Dr. Bryan Toole at Tufts Uni-
versity, and the DOD predoctoral grants to 
the students in his laboratory, the continued 
development of this research could be lost. 
Furthermore, there is so much remaining to 
be understood regarding the growth and 
movement of the many different kinds of 
cancer cells. Since the work of Dr. Toole and 
his coworkers has the potential to be gener-
alized to many different types of cancer, as 
evidenced by the fact that several tumor 
types appear to contain this important re-
ceptor at the surface of their cells, this re-
search could be important to inhibiting the 
growth and movement of many types of can-
cer cells. Still, a great deal of work remains 
so that we may truly understand the mecha-
nism behind this inhibition in order to man-
ufacture therapeutics that specifically tar-
get tumor cells without damaging sur-
rounding normal tissues. Therefore, the sup-
port of NIH and DOD programs is integral to 
the progression of our own cancer research, 
as well as to the work in other laboratories 
across the country. It is through the contin-
ued support of many different federally-fund-
ed laboratories that we will come to a collec-
tive understanding of the communication 
systems within the tumor cells themselves, 
thereby enabling us to find more efficient 
ways of attacking and exploiting these path-
ways in order to eradicate this fatal disease. 

Even though the majority of the funding 
from federal agencies goes directly to Tufts 
laboratories doing basic science and funda-
mental biomedical research, there are a 
number of notable research and education 
programs that benefit from grants to the 
university from the NIH and the NSF as 
well. One exciting educational program, 
funded by the National Heart, Lung and 
Blood Institute (under NIH) and led by Dr. 
Claire Moore, is the Summer Research Pro-
gram for Undergraduate Minority Students, 
where minority students from around the 
country are brought to Tufts University to 
do summer research and participate in en-
richment activities, such as field trips and 
seminars on basic biomedical and 
translational research. In addition to their 
one-on-one interaction with the research fac-
ulty at Tufts, minority students are also ex-
posed to fundamental laboratory techniques 
and are given guidance on how to apply for 
graduate study in science, as well as to pro-
fessional schools for medicine and dentistry. 
Training grants from the NIH are also very 
important to funding the work of graduate 
students in the majority of programs at the 
Sackler School of Graduate Biomedical 
Sciences, as well as the M.D/Ph.D. program 
(Medical Scientist Training Program) at 
Tufts University, since they promote cross-
over research between several biomedical 
and clinical disciplines. Furthermore, Tufts 
University offers a unique Pathobiology 
Course, under the direction of Dr. Irwin 
Arias, for basic scientists that involves pa-
tients, pathology, and hospital-based learn-
ing. This course helps bridge the gap between 
basic research and clinical diseases and pro-
motes a better understanding of 
pathobiology and disease-related processes 
for Ph.D. graduates. 

As you can see, increased support of the 
NIH, NSF and other federally funded pro-
grams is essential to ensuring that these re-
search efforts and educational programs con-
tinue to thrive. In the United States, and 
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internationally, there exists a highly edu-
cated work force dedicated to their research 
and the training of others. Doubling the NIH 
budgets will safeguard their important inves-
tigations and bring us one step closer to un-
derstanding the basis of life and the diseases 
that threaten it. Steady and increased levels 
of support to these programs will keep re-
search on track by promoting cross-discipli-
nary research that brings scientists together 
across different fields and towards finding 
the answers to the difficult questions we 
face. I urge you and all members of Congress 
to embrace this course of action and secure 
an additional 15% increase to the NIH this 
year. The students, post-doctoral researchers 
and principal investigators in Massachusetts 
and across the country remain committed to 
their scientific pursuits and to ensuring that 
others will be appropriately trained to con-
tinue the fight against disease. All that we 
ask is that you commit the funds necessary 
to help us do our jobs and do them well. 

Sincerely, 
REBECCA MOORE PETERSON, PH.D., 

Cell, Molecular and Developmental 
Biology, 

Tufts University.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
begin by commending my colleague from 
Pennsylvania, Mr. GEORGE GEKAS, for orga-
nizing this important discussion about increas-
ing funding for the National Institutes of Health 
(NIH). NIH is the world’s leading biomedical 
institution. As a strong supporter of NIH, and 
of biomedical research as a whole, I rise to 
support the effort to increase the NIH budget 
by $2 billion for Fiscal Year 2000. 

NIH research touches many aspects of our 
lives. There are twenty-five separate institutes 
which make up the NIH, each with a specific 
function and mission. Each institute conducts 
research about a myriad of diseases and ail-
ments, including diabetes, Alzheimer’s dis-
ease, muscular dystrophy, and kidney dis-
ease. This research is then used to develop 
treatments and cures. New treatments are cur-
rently under development for diseases like 
AIDS, forms of cancer and muscular skeletal 
diseases, to name a few. Without the initial re-
search conducted and sponsored by NIH, the 
treatments we have today would not be avail-
able. Our lives are better off today than they 
would be without biomedical research and the 
efforts of NIH scientists. 

There is a real need to develop treatments 
and cures for diseases. I don’t know anyone 
who would not want to develop a cure for 
AIDS or cancer. This movement to increase 
spending for NIH research is not just a money 
dump into another federal agency. Rather, it is 
an investment for our future. Congress needs 
to ensure that we have the best preventative 
medicine and treatments available. The best 
way to move into the 21st Century is to in-
crease NIH funding and to develop treatments 
and cures that will keep our citizens healthy. 

The effort to increase the NIH budget by $2 
billion next year is just one piece of our goal 
to double the NIH budget by 2003. These 
funds would provide the means for NIH to take 
advantage of the boom in biomedical tech-
nology, to continue to recruit the best and 
brightest scientists, and to provide the infor-
mation necessary for medical professionals to 
use the treatments developed by NIH sci-
entists properly. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my colleagues to 
support H. Res. 89, a bill to express the sense 

of Congress to increase NIH funding by $2 bil-
lion for Fiscal Year 2000. As I, and the rest of 
my colleagues, have explained tonight, the fu-
ture health of Americans depends on it. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I am 
grateful to the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. GEKAS) for arranging this special order to-
night, to focus on the importance of doubling 
America’s investment in health research over 
the next five years. 

I am honored to be an original cosponsor of 
H. Res. 89, to double our national investment 
in health research. This research is the gift of 
America’s hard-working taxpayers to this gen-
eration and the next—not just to Americans, 
but to the world. 

Furthermore, for us to take fullest advantage 
of this investment, we must take care to invest 
it wisely. So in addition to increasing our work 
in basic health research at the National Insti-
tutes of Health, we should treat in a similar 
fashion our investment in the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention, and in the pro-
grams of the Health Resources Service Ad-
ministration, which are vital to putting in prac-
tice the things we learn through basic health 
research. As a strong fiscal conservative, and 
as a member of the House Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human 
Services and Education, I am committed to 
working with my colleagues to achieve these 
goals within a limited federal budget. 

Rather than to address this issue myself, I 
have asked several of my constituents and 
leaders in the field of health research to ad-
dress this issue themselves. With the consent 
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS), I would like to insert in the RECORD at 
this point several letters, emails and notes that 
describe in further detail the importance of 
doubling our investment in health research. 

SAN DIEGO, CA. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN CUNNINGHAM: I am 

writing in support of your efforts to double 
the amount of funding to medical research in 
the next five years. As a person who has suf-
fered through the pain of seeing a father 
slowly and but surely fade away from the 
ravages of Alzheimer’s disease and as one 
who is now in a higher risk category as a re-
sult, I can only hope that there is a cure or 
effective treatment by the time I reach my 
seventies (which is not that far away). I 
know that the incidence of Alzheimer’s dis-
ease in this country is supposed to double or 
triple in the next fifty years. Can we afford 
to wait any longer to get a handle on this 
dread disease? I think not . . . 

Additonally, my son Pete was struck with 
grand mal epilepsy four years ago at the age 
of 24. Needless to say it has drastically 
changed his life. His seizures, thus far, have 
not been controlled by any of the medica-
tions presently on the market. His wife re-
cently said that when he leaves in the morn-
ing she worries whether this will be the last 
time she sees him alive. He has recently told 
me he doesn’t think he can have children in 
his uncontrolled state. He said it wouldn’t be 
fair to his wife or the children. He is losing 
hope . . . 

Your proposal to double medical research 
funding is something that is very personal to 
me and my family, and I whole heartedly en-
dorse your efforts. Please let me know if 
there is anything I can do to help. 

Thank you for caring, 
RON HENDRIX. 

SAN DIEGO, CA. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN CUNNINGHAM: I was 

copied on your email and would like Con-
gressman Cunningham to know how medical 
research, and in particular arthritis research 
has helped make my life better. 

I acquired rheumatoid arthritis when I was 
12 years old. By the time I was 18, the arthri-
tis had damaged my knees so severely that 
all of the cartilage was worn, causing a tre-
mendous amount of pain with every step so 
that I could barely walk. 

Due to medical research, instead of being 
relegated to a wheel chair for the rest of my 
life, I became a candidate for total knee re-
placement surgery. After both knees were re-
placed, I could walk pain free for the first 
time in years. I was able to complete college, 
and eventually law school, and today I have 
a very satisfying career as an employment 
law attorney in a well respected firm. 

In addition to being able to support myself, 
I sit on the board of the local chapter of the 
Arthritis Foundation and am chair of the 
Public Policy and Advocacy committee. 

Since those first surgeries, I have had a 
number of other surgeries including total hip 
replacements and been on a number of ar-
thritis drugs which have also made a tremen-
dous difference in my life. Medical research 
has allowed me to have a life and to do many 
things I would not otherwise have been able 
to do. 

But there is still much work to be accom-
plished. There still is no cure for arthritis, a 
disease that affects more than 40 million 
people in the United States and impacts the 
economy to the tune of over 65 billion dollars 
a year in lost wages and medical expenses. 
Although arthritis can strike at any age, the 
aging of the baby boomers is expected to re-
sult in over 60 million Americans with some 
form of arthritis by the year 2020. 

We need to stop this disease now and the 
only way to do it is to step up our medical 
research efforts. Thank you for your efforts. 

Sincerely, 
NANCY KAWANO. 

SAN DIEGO, CA. 
DEAR REP. CUNNINGHAM: In November 1997, 

we received the awful news that our beau-
tiful, active 21-year-old daughter, Beth, had 
been diagnosed with acute myelogenous leu-
kemia. While I had worked with cancer re-
searchers for 10 years, nothing prepares a 
parent for the magnitude of such a diagnosis. 

Beth was immediately hospitalized and 
started on chemotherapy while her physi-
cians at UCSD Thornton Hospital raced to 
put her into remission. This is a devastating 
illness and, in her case, carried with it a low 
probability for survival. Her best chance for 
life depended on quickly locating a suitable 
donor for bone marrow transplantation, 
treatment that was only possible thanks to 
research funding that had been provided to 
her doctors. 

Chances of a parent matching closely 
enough to be a bone marrow donor for their 
child are exceedingly small—only 3 percent. 
Miraculously I matched, though not per-
fectly. A less-than-perfect match meant 
Beth’s body would reject the life-giving cells. 
Thanks to new research, however, the physi-
cians were able to employ advanced tech-
niques to purge certain rejection-causing 
cells, called T cells, from my donated bone 
marrow before transplanting it into Beth. 

After my stem cells were purged and ready 
for infusion, Beth underwent total body radi-
ation to remove any possible cancer from her 
body. She was again hospitalized, given more 
chemotherapy and, several days later, given 
my stem cells.
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It was a difficult journey, but on June 24, 

1997, she was given a second chance at life. 
Now two years later, thanks to the tech-
nology and the National Institutes of 
Health-funded research that preceded her 
care, she is alive, well and thriving. 

We are forever grateful to the UCSD Bone 
Marrow Transplant team for their tireless ef-
forts. And we appreciate the support of you 
and your colleagues for increased medical re-
search funding—so that the children of other 
parents will also be cured, and live the fruit-
ful lives that they were meant to live. 

Sincerely, 
BEVERLY GONSOWSKI. 

DEL MAR, CA, June 21, 1999. 
Hon. RANDY CUNNINGHAM, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CUNNINGHAM: There 
is a war raging within the brain of my twelve 
year old son, Skyler. His attacker is epi-
lepsy, an insidious neurological disorder for 
which there is currently no cure. Seizures, 
ranging from massive convulsions to mo-
mentary lapses of attention are the hall-
mark of this enemy which afflicts an esti-
mated 2.5 million Americans. Epilepsy 
doesn’t discriminate; it can affect anyone, of 
any gender, ethnicity, at any age, at any 
time. 

My son was a perfectly healthy and normal 
child until the fateful day eight years ago 
when he was gripped by his first ‘grand mal’ 
seizure. To this day, diagnostic workups 
have failed to uncover a cause. Systemati-
cally, anticonvulsant medications were tried 
but were unsuccessful in controlling the sei-
zures which over time have continued to in-
crease in severity and frequency, stealing 
away the health and safety of my child, his 
capacties to learn and develop; the frequent 
assaults damaging his developing brain. 

Epilepsy is a major unsolved health prob-
lem in our country. Despite recent advances, 
750,000 cases, like Skyler’s are virtually re-
sistant to current drug therapies. For many 
patients whose seizures are controlled, the 
side effects of the medications can be debili-
tating, even fatal. A chronic condition, not 
only does epilepsy often require a lifetime of 
continual medical treatment, it provides a 
formidable barrier to normal life, affecting 
educational attainment, employment and 
personal fulfillment. The social and psycho-
logical consequences of epilepsy, forever 
fraught with stereotypes, misunderstanding 
and negative attitudes, are enormous. The 
economic burden shouldered by families, 
local and federal government agencies is es-
timated to be $12.5 billion in direct and indi-
rect costs. 

Mr. Cunningham, all treatment options for 
my son’s epilepsy have been exhausted. Yet 
he continues to have seizures every day and 
night of his life. I would gladly sacrifice my 
life to give Skyler a healthy brain. His 
health, cognitive functioning, and his life, 
however, are solely dependent on future 
breakthroughs in epilepsy research which 
can only be realized through increased fund-
ing to the National Institutes of Health and 
the National Institute of Neurological Dis-
orders and Stroke. I applaud your support of 
the goal of doubling the federal medical re-
search investment over the next five years, 
which I truly believe will bring more effec-
tive weapons for the prevention, eradication, 
detection and management of the heinous 
disorder, epilepsy. My son’s future depends 
on it. 

Sincerely, 
TRACEY J. FLOURIE. 

AMERICAN PUBLIC 
HEALTH ASSOCIATION, 

Washington, DC. 
CONGRESSMAN CUNNINGHAM: Prevention re-

search, in contrast with biomedical or clin-
ical research, takes place after a scientific 
discovery is made, and seeks to determine 
whether the discovery is working as in-
tended, or if not, why not. Also, in contrast 
to biomedical research, which receives more 
than $15 billion annually in NIH funding 
alone, prevention research received its first 
congressional appropriation only this year, 
at the level of $15 million. The nation’s pre-
vention research program is administered by 
the Centers for Disease Control and Preven-
tion, and actual research takes place at the 
national level as well as in local research 
settings, primarily known as prevention re-
search centers. Because prevention research 
is the ‘‘follow-through’’ element of scientific 
discoveries—ensuring that our new findings 
are having the intended results—it is highly 
deserving of federal funding. Following are 
four specific examples of the integral link 
prevention research provides with other re-
search and other pieces of the public health 
continuum: 

Measles Elimination—An outbreak of mea-
sles across several cities in the late 1980s 
showed with painful clarity that children 
were not being effectively vaccinated against 
this preventable disease. Although we had 
invested in the discovery and testing of the 
measles vaccine, we were not achieving the 
hoped-for result: eradication of the disease. 
A prevention research campaign was under-
taken to ascertain why measles had again 
taken hold. Two factors were discovered: not 
enough preschool children were receiving 
their measles shot, and a single vaccine 
against measles was, in many cases, insuffi-
cient to prevent the disease. Based on this 
information, CDC adopted a two-dose vac-
cination policy for all children, and set a na-
tionwide vaccination goal of 90 percent im-
munization for all two-year-olds. These stra-
tegic changes have brought about the high-
est measles immunization coverage levels 
ever achieved (91 percent), and the interrup-
tion of measles transmission in the United 
States. In this example, without prevention 
research, an extremely effective tool—the 
measles vaccine—would have gone underused 
because we would not have known the proper 
dosage for protecting the public health, nor 
would we have known that the critical age 
for preventing transmission of the disease is 
age 2. 

Preventing Perinatal HIV Transmission—
According to CDC’s most recent estimates, 
each year more than 6,000 HIV-infected 
women give birth in the United States. An 
investment in biomedical and clinical re-
search resulted in the finding that 
zidovudine (ZDV), given during pregnancy, 
labor and delivery, and to infants after birth, 
could reduce the risk of mother-to-child HIV 
transmission by 66 percent. Subsequently, 
the Public Health Service issued two sets of 
guidelines: first, that all pregnant women re-
ceive HIV counseling and voluntary testing, 
and second, that ZDV therapy be provided to 
pregnant infected women. Although these 
guidelines have had a significant positive 
impact, nevertheless, about 500 children are 
still born HIV-infected in the United States 
annually. Prevention research studies are 
underway to evaluate the relative contribu-
tions of a number of factors—for example, 
the lack of prenatal care, poor provider ad-
herence to the guidelines, poor patient ad-
herence to the therapy regimen, and ZDV re-
sistance—to the ongoing problem of 
perinatal HIV transmission. 

Breast and Cervical Cancer Early Detec-
tion Program. When the need to increase uti-
lization of lifesaving breast and cervical can-
cer early detection services for underserved 
women became a priority in the 1980s, the 
barriers to early detection were believed to 
be primarily financial, and in fact many 
women avoided screening, at lest in part be-
cause they could not pay for the services. 
But prevention research has demonstrated 
that a variety of factors affect women’s 
screening behaviors. Some of these factors 
are complex, like cultural and individual be-
lieves about health and health care. Re-
search also shows that such simple factors as 
whether physicians recommend screening to 
their female patients also play an important 
role in whether women are screened for 
breast and cervical cancer. CDC now recog-
nizes and incorporates all these findings in 
its breast and cervical cancer early detection 
program. Without the benefit of these pre-
vention research discoveries, our investment 
in the ability to detect and treat breast and 
cervical cancers would go underutilized 
among a substantial percentage of the popu-
lation whom these scientific advances were 
designed to benefit. 

Using New Tools to Understand Old (and 
New) Diseases. At the CDC research station 
in western Kenya, scientists are using GPS 
(global positioning systems) to map 7,500 
households, rivers, roads, and medical facili-
ties within a 75-square-mile area. By linking 
the map to an epidemiologic database, the 
GIS program (geographic information sys-
tems) provides information on how many 
cases of malaria occurred in each household, 
whether the malaria strains were drug-re-
sistant, whether mosquito breeding grounds 
were present, and whether children died. Epi-
demiologists will use this map to answer 
questions that couldn’t be easily answered 
before: Does proximity to mosquito breeding 
grounds increase child mortality? Does prox-
imity to a medical facility decrease child 
mortality? Is drug resistance spreading in a 
predictable pattern? Public health officials 
can also use the map to target intensive vec-
tor control measures to households that har-
bor large numbers of mosquitoes. These same 
tools can be used to shed light on newly 
emerging public health issues, as well as per-
sistent problems. This research is clearly not 
biomedical nor clinical in nature, yet it is as 
essential to the prevention of disease as is 
understanding the pathogen itself. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide 
these examples of prevention research. 
Please don’t hesitate to call if you have 
questions or wish additional information 
about any of the items listed here. 

Sincerely, 
DONNA CRANE, 

Director of Congressional Affairs, American 
Public Health Association, Washington, 
D.C. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SAN DIEGO, 
La Jolla, CA, June 21, 1999. 

Hon. DUKE CUNNINGHAM, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CUNNINGHAM: As the 
director of the National Partnership for Ad-
vanced Computational Infrastructure 
(NPACI), led by the San Diego Supercom-
puter Center (SDSC) and the University of 
California, San Diego (UCSD), I strongly en-
dorse the increase in the budget for medical 
research as proposed in the bill HR–89 you 
are cosponsoring. As you no doubt know, the 
NPACI/SDSC mission is to advance science 
and we do this through engaging in computa-
tional science research and supporting the 
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*Preamble to a Report from a FASEB Conference 
on Priorities for an Expanded NIH Budget (http://
www.faseb.org/opar/MolecularMedicine.html), 
chaired by Dr. Lawrence S.B. Goldstein, April, 1998. 

computational science research community 
nationwide, including many involved in med-
ical and related research. Researchers asso-
ciated with NPACI/SDSC are working on 
solving problems ranging from mining infor-
mation from large data sets to unlocking the 
mysteries surrounding Alzheimer’s disease. 
Researchers gain access to NPACI/SDSC re-
sources through the peer review process and 
requests for access to our computing re-
sources exceed those available by factors of 
two to four. Excellent computational science 
at the basic research level is being turned 
down for lack of available funding and re-
sources. 

We are also participating in cutting edge 
research in enabling technologies for com-
puting such as advanced networking and se-
curity, visualization, data-intensive com-
puting, and scalable parallel computing. 
These technologies now more that ever are 
the cornerstone for further advances in the 
applications of medical research. 

On a personal note, I have witnessed first 
hand the results of medical research having 
severely fractured my leg in a skiing acci-
dent several years ago. Through advances in 
orthopedic medicine and a lengthy physical 
therapy, I’m now back close to 100% 
functionality, which was very much in doubt 
initially. We still have a long way to go in 
this area however, so I personally reiterate 
my support for the funding increase. 

I can be of any assistance to you as you 
contemplate this and other legislation in sci-
entific or technological fields, please do not 
hesitate to contact me at 619–534–5075 or 
skarin@ucsd.edu. 

Sincerely, 
SID KARIN. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SAN DIEGO, 
La Jolla, CA, June 20, 1999. 

Hon. RANDY ‘‘DUKE’’ CUNNINGHAM, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR DUKE: As we enter the next millen-
nium we must ask two questions: What do we 
most want to provide for our children and 
grandchildren? What should our most impor-
tant national goals be? I believe that our 
most important National priority should be 
to invest in the long-term, and difficult, 
fight against disease by doubling the budget 
for biomedical research sponsored by the Na-
tional Institutes of Health (NIH). 

Each year one million or more of our citi-
zens die prematurely of diseases that could 
be cured if we simply understood more about 
their origins, causes, and progression, or if 
we had the knowledge and understanding to 
construct desperately needed engineered or-
gans and tissues to repair damaged ones. 
Millions more of our citizens are disabled, or 
unable to realize their full potential because 
of the ravages of disease. For them too, hope 
lies in better understanding of the basis and 
treatment of disease. Only the Federal gov-
ernment, through its support of the NIH, can 
win these battles by illuminating the secrets 
hidden inside human cells, understanding the 
chemistry and biology of living organisms, 
and using that information to design cost-ef-
ficient and effective preventative and thera-
peutic measures for disease. 

In my view, our society has a moral obliga-
tion to aggressively seek the treatments 
that our desperately ill citizens need. How-
ever, in addition to the moral imperative to 
fight disease and promote health, there is 
also compelling evidence that solving health 
problems will be economically beneficial to 
our Nation. Restoring lost productivity to 
those incapacitated by disease will save bil-

lions of dollars annually, and will also re-
lieve many of the overwhelming financial 
burdens on Medicare and other health care 
programs that our society has created to 
help those who are ill. For example, expen-
sive, and ultimately treatable diseases of the 
elderly such as Alzheimer’s, diabetes, and 
cancer play a large and growing role in sky-
rocketing medical costs to our society. Fi-
nally, two of the most economically prom-
ising long-term industries where our Nation 
has a substantial competitive advantage are 
the biotechnology and pharmaceutical indus-
tries. These industries are driven by the Fed-
eral investment in biomedical research in 
the public sector, which in turn leads to dis-
coveries that are developed and brought to 
market by the private sector. 

I know how passionately you believe that 
we must not waiver in our battle against dis-
ease. I stand prepared to fight with you to 
persuade your colleagues in the House and 
Senate. 

Sincerely, 
LAWRENCE S.B. GOLDSTEIN, PH.D. 

MOLECULAR MEDICINE 2020: A VISION FOR THE 
FUTURE OF MEDICAL RESEARCH AND HUMAN 
HEALTH * 
What will medical practice and patient 

care be like in 2020? We believe that ‘‘Molec-
ular Medicine’’ can be the basis for human 
health in 2020, but only if the U.S. expands 
its investment in biomedical research by sig-
nificantly increasing funding for the NIH. 

The practice of Molecular Medicine will 
consist of new prevention, diagnosis, and 
treatment methods that directly target the 
molecular, cellular, or physiological defects 
causing disease. These medical methods will 
be based on precise, non-invasive imaging 
and diagnostic techniques. They will be im-
plemented with directed, rationally designed 
molecular and pharmaceutical therapies, and 
they will be rooted in a deep understanding 
of normal human cellular and molecular 
physiology and genetics. 

While unimaginable only 25 years ago, Mo-
lecular Medicine is now achievable because 
of recent rapid progress, and an enormous 
burst of new scientific opportunities emerg-
ing from years of sustained public invest-
ment in NIH-sponsored basic biomedical re-
search. Thus, we are already beginning to 
gain ground in our fight against many dread-
ed diseases, including cancer, cardiovascular 
disease, and stroke. As we look forward, we 
can realistically hope to develop increas-
ingly effective treatments and preventive 
measures for these diseases, as well as for 
the scourges of Alzheimer’s disease, diabetes, 
obesity, degenerative diseases of aging, and 
emerging infectious agents. To realize these 
goals, and to capitalize upon past invest-
ments and many recent discoveries, we must 
renew our National resolve and reinvigorate 
our research efforts, so that we can accel-
erate the arrival of the new era of Molecular 
Medicine. 

To hasten the earliest possible develop-
ment of Molecular Medicine, and to ensure 
that it becomes a reality by 2020, we must 
act now to expand the foundation of bio-
medical research and discovery. This founda-
tion can only be built by: a) Developing new 
interdisciplinary methods, insights, and un-
derstanding; b) Attracting, training, and sus-
taining the most talented and vigorous 
young research scientists; and c) Nuturing 

the vitality of a scientific effort that has 
never held more promise. This augmented re-
search base will lead directly to ever more 
precise diagnostic, prevention, and treat-
ment methods based upon research in Biol-
ogy and Medicine in collaboration with 
Chemistry, Physics, Engineering, and Com-
putation. Most important, increased invest-
ment could launch new and far-reaching ini-
tiatives in Functional and Physiological 
Genomics. These new projects would have 
the goal of understanding the normal func-
tions of the many genes discovered in the 
complete genetic blueprints of humans and 
diverse model organisms by the Human Ge-
nome Project. Such an effort will lead to a 
detailed understanding of normal cellular, 
molecular, and integrative organismal physi-
ology, which in turn will allow us to create 
therapies targeted directly to the cellular, 
genetic, and physiologic defects that cause 
disease and organ dysfunction. These new ef-
forts will also allow us to defend our citizens 
against the ever-present and increasing dan-
ger of emerging pathogens and viruses by de-
veloping the next generations of vaccines 
and antibiotic drugs. All of these advances 
will depend upon new partnerships in tech-
nology development and clinical translation 
carried out by outstanding scientists with 
access to the most innovative and developing 
instrumentation. 

Our country is poised to take full advan-
tage of the last 50 years of steady investment 
in biomedical research and the many result-
ing opportunities created from recent rapid 
progress. Significant new investment now 
will dramatically accelerate the rate of dis-
covery and lead to the imminent creation of 
a Molecular Medicine to combat our most 
dreaded diseases. 

SAN DIEGO COUNTY 
PREVENTION COALITION, 

SAN DIEGO, CA, June 19, 1999.
Rep. RANDY ‘‘DUKE’’ CUNNINGHAM, 
Rayburn Bldg., Washington, DC. 

DEAR DUKE: The San Diego County Preven-
tion Coalition wishes to express our support 
for your goal of doubling our federal medical 
research investment over the next five years 
as recommended by H. Res. 89. Most of our 
230 organization members who are working 
with at-risk substance abusers appreciate 
the wonderful medical research coming from 
the National Institutes of Health, specifi-
cally NIDA. Their research has had a great 
impact on addicts and many of their fami-
lies. 

We are an alcohol, tobacco and other drug 
prevention organization with a five-year 
track record of fighting abuse and the uni-
fying voice of prevention for San Diego 
County. We have substantial community 
support from our 310+ members representing 
230 local organizations and agencies. We have 
the support of Senators, Congressmen, the 
State Deputy Director for Prevention Serv-
ices, the San Diego County Sheriff, Super-
vising Juvenile Judge, the County Health Di-
rector, the County Board of Supervisors, nu-
merous business and community leaders, law 
enforcement officers and educational offi-
cials. 

We thank you for your consideration. 
Very truly yours, 

ALAN SORKIN, 
Executive Director. 

PARENTS & ADOLESCENTS RECOV-
ERING TOGETHER SUCCESSFULLY, 

San Diego, June, 19, 1999. 
Rep. RANDY ‘‘DUKE’’ CUNNINGHAM, 
Rayburn Bldg., Washington, DC. 

DEAR DUKE: Parents and Adolescents Re-
covering Together Successfully (PARTS) is a 
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non-profit organization dedicated to reduc-
ing the number of child addicts and believes 
that proactive prevention and intervention 
within the family is the best solution for 
fighting the devastating long-term effects of 
teenage substance abuse. Much of what we 
teach is based on federal medical research. 

We wish to support your goal of doubling 
our federal medical research investment over 
the next five years as recommended by H. 
Res. 89. The National Institutes of Health, 
and specifically NIDA provide valuable med-
ical research to us and impact many of our 
families. 

My Best, 
ALAN SORKIN, 
Executive Director. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, 
SAN DIEGO, 

LaJolla, CA, June 21, 1999. 
Hon. DUKE CUNNINGHAM, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REP. CUNNINGHAM: Thank you for 
taking the time to highlight the important 
benefits to patients of the research funded 
through NIH and other agencies. I believe 
our gene therapy research outlines the value 
of that funding. 

Recent developments in molecular medi-
cine have made possible the use of gene ther-
apy as a weapon in the fight against cancer. 
Here at UCSD, we have been able to geneti-
cally modify human leukemia cells in a way 
that induces a powerful, killing response 
from the immune system. In laboratory ex-
periments, we found that the immune re-
sponse prompted by the modified cells de-
stroyed active leukemia cells lurking near-
by. When we moved from the laboratory to 
Phase I clinical trials, we focused on pa-
tients who have chronic lymphocytic leu-
kemia (CLL), a currently incurable condi-
tion afflicting more than 50,000 people per 
year in the United States. 

The Phase I results were very encouraging. 
Eleven patients were each treated with a sin-
gle injection of their own modified leukemia 
cells, and all but one had a significant drop 
in the number of leukemia cells found in 
their blood, and a reduction in the size of 
their lymph nodes. This was the first time 
that a response this dramatic had been seen 
in the history of treating this disease with a 
single treatment. A San Diego Union-Trib-
une article describing the first phase re-
search—and highlighting some of the ways 
that breakthroughs in medical research lit-
erally shape the lives and futures of our pa-
tients—is attached. 

We are now working on the larger, Phase II 
study that will involve multiple injections 
over time. Although this study has not yet 
begun, we have already been contacted by 
about 200 people from around the world seek-
ing to serve as volunteers. 

Thanks again for all the help and support 
of you and your Congressional colleagues for 
supporting increased medical research fund-
ing. These dollars make possible the cutting 
edge medical research we hope will some day 
lead to cures of terrible diseases like CLL. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS J. KIPPS, M.D., PH.D. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO SAMUEL BARNES 
MOODY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KUYKENDALL). Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MICA) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to pay tribute to a good friend and 
great American, Mr. Samuel Barnes 
Moody. Sam Moody, who was my very 
special friend and was very special to 
me personally, was born on June 2, 
1920. 

Last week, Sam Moody passed away 
in central Florida. I first met Sam 
Moody in my civic activities in central 
Florida some years ago. However, I 
never really knew much about his 
background until some years ago when 
I invited Sam and several other vet-
eran leaders to a small luncheon gath-
ering. 

As we sat together, I asked each of 
the veterans to relate some of their 
military service recollections after 
lunch to our group. Sam Moody started 
off rather hesitantly but he began tell-
ing an incredible story. 

Let me say a little bit about Sam 
Moody. He joined the old Army Air 
Corps on November 15, 1940. After his 
basic training, he was shipped out to 
Manila in the Philippines where he ar-
rived on Thursday Thanksgiving Day, 
1941. Some 18 days later, World War II 
broke out. Sam Moody and his group 
found themselves on Bataan and even-
tually they ran out of food and supplies 
in April of 1942. 

Sam went on to tell the story that on 
April 9, 1942, he and more than a thou-
sand others took part in the famous 
Bataan Death March. Over 10,000 men, 
women and children died. Somehow 
God spared Sam Moody. 

He was then cast on a ship, a trans-
port. This story is relayed in his auto-
biography from this event entitled Re-
prieve From Hell, and I strongly rec-
ommend that to every American, par-
ticularly every young American. In 
this transport, hundreds of other 
Americans were crammed into the hull 
of a ship that was torpedoed by an 
American submarine. Many, many, 
many died. Somehow Sam survived. 
God spared Sam Moody. 

Also as a prisoner of war, Sam Moody 
served under incredible conditions 
when he arrived in Japan, under tor-
turous and malnutrition conditions, 
along with hundreds and hundreds of 
others. Of 36,000 American servicemen, 
less than 10 percent survived, but 
somehow God spared Sam Moody. 

In 1946, after his release and return 
home, Sam Moody went back to Japan 
to testify for the American government 
at the International War Crimes trial. 
Sam was probably the only enlisted 
survivor to testify in these trials to 
help bring justice to those who had 
killed and tortured so many. 

At these trials, Sam Moody met Mad-
eleine, who was working for General 
MacArthur. They married and have 
two wonderful children, Betty and 
Steve. 

Sergeant Sam Moody leaves behind a 
wonderful family, to whom I extend my 
very deepest sympathy. Sergeant Sam 

Moody also leaves behind a record of 
incredible service and devotion to our 
Nation and a country he dearly loved. 

Sam Moody also leaves behind an in-
credible record of his service and sur-
vival from World War II and the Ba-
taan Death March, which I recommend 
again to every Member of Congress and 
every American. It is called Reprieve 
From Hell.

b 1745 
Sam Moody went to be with his 

Maker last week. We will miss him. 
f 

THE NECESSITY OF THE 
INDEPENDENT COUNSEL STATUTE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KUYKENDALL). Under a previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. BURTON) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from 
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), who is from 
my committee, for allowing me to in-
terrupt his one hour special order. 

Mr. Speaker, today the Independent 
Counsel statute expires. There has been 
a real heralding by many people in the 
legal community for the demise of this 
law. I would like to tonight talk just a 
little bit about that law and why some-
thing like it is absolutely necessary. 

For the past 3 years my committee 
has been investigating illegal cam-
paign contributions. We are now in-
volved in investigating espionage and 
lack of security at our nuclear labora-
tories, and the possibility that these 
things had something in common. 

One of the biggest problems that we 
have had has been a reluctance by the 
Justice Department, under Janet Reno, 
to cooperate with our committee. It 
has been extremely difficult to get the 
Justice Department to work with us to 
get to the bottom of these scandals. 

If we have an administration that 
has broken the law, if we have an ad-
ministration or people in an adminis-
tration who have become corrupt, and 
we have an Attorney General who is 
appointed by the President who is 
blocking for the administration, how 
do we administer justice? How do we 
get to the bottom of illegal activities, 
if we have an administration that has 
broken the law and a Justice Depart-
ment that is controlled by the adminis-
tration who will not bring those who 
broke the law to justice? 

I think that that is what we have 
today. We have had a number of people 
that have taken the Fifth Amendment. 
Our committee has faced over 121 peo-
ple who have taken the Fifth Amend-
ment or fled the country in the cam-
paign finance scandal, 121 people. That 
is unparalleled in American history. 

We have asked the Justice Depart-
ment and Janet Reno time and time 
and time again to work with us to 
bring these people before the com-
mittee to explain to the American peo-
ple why Communist China, Macao, 
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Egypt, Taiwan, South American coun-
tries, have been giving campaign con-
tributions to the Democrat National 
Committee and the President’s reelec-
tion committee, and we have gotten 
absolutely no cooperation from the 
Justice Department. 

In fact, if Members look at the ad-
ministration and the Justice Depart-
ment, we will find they have, in effect, 
erected a stone wall between what hap-
pened and the American people. How do 
we break through that stone wall? 
What mechanism do we use to bring 
people to justice who broke the law, 
who may have even endangered Amer-
ica’s national security? 

The only way we can do that is to 
have somebody outside the system in-
vestigate and prosecute those people 
who have broken the law. Unfortu-
nately, now that we no longer have an 
Independent Counsel statute, we have 
no mechanism with which to do that. 

Maybe the Independent Counsel stat-
ute was flawed, maybe there were some 
problems with it, but it should have 
been perfected, in my opinion, so there 
was a mechanism to investigate people 
in an administration that might be 
corrupt without going through the per-
son that they appoint to be the Attor-
ney General who might be blocking for 
them, as I believe has been the case 
with this Attorney General and this 
Justice Department. 

So tonight I am one of those voices, 
I am sure, that is crying in the wilder-
ness, because I believe we need some-
thing like an Independent Counsel stat-
ute to ensure that justice will be done 
in this country. 

Right now, now that the Independent 
Counsel statute has expired, if we have 
a president now or in the future who 
breaks the law or if we have people in 
his administration who break the law, 
and the President has appointed an At-
torney General who is willing to block 
for him and keep the facts from coming 
out where there might have been cor-
ruption, then there is nothing that can 
be done for the American people to 
count on to bring these people to jus-
tice. 

So I would just like to say that al-
though the Independent Counsel stat-
ute may have had some flaws, we 
should not have junked the whole 
thing, we should have found an alter-
native. I am sorry that we did not. 

f 

POLITICAL PARTICIPATION IN 
AMERICA, AND INEQUITIES IN 
THE NATION’S MONETARY POL-
ICY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from 
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) is recognized 
for 60 minutes. 

Mr. SANDERS. This evening I hope 
to touch on some issues that are not 
often discussed here on the floor of the 

House, and along with me I am happy 
to welcome the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO). 

I want to begin by touching on an 
issue that I believe is perhaps the most 
important issue facing this country. It 
is not talked about enough, but it is 
something that all of us should be 
deeply concerned about. That is, Mr. 
Speaker, in the last election, 36 percent 
of the American people voted. That 
means almost two-thirds of the Amer-
ican people did not believe it was im-
portant enough for their future to 
come out and vote. 

What is even more alarming is that 
among people 24 years of age or young-
er, we had, if Members can believe it, 18 
percent of those people voting. Eighty-
two percent said they were not inter-
ested in voting. That is frightening 
unto itself, but it bodes very poorly for 
the future because there is very good 
evidence that if young people do not 
vote, it is much less likely that they 
will vote in the future. 

So what happened in recent elections 
is that fewer and fewer people are par-
ticipating. The vast majority of low-in-
come people do not vote. Most working 
people do not vote. But then, on the 
other hand, we have upper income peo-
ple who do vote, and upper income peo-
ple who contribute heavily to both po-
litical parties and into the political 
process. So the voices of working peo-
ple and low-income people are virtually 
not heard in this institution. Their 
needs are not taken account of as legis-
lation is dealt with. 

But for those folks who have the 
money, the wealthiest one-quarter of 1 
percent who make 80 percent of the 
campaign contributions, Congress con-
tinuously does their bidding, pays at-
tention to their needs. I think we have 
a vicious circle, that as Congress pays 
more and more attention to the needs 
of the wealthy and not to working peo-
ple, not to the middle class, then the 
vast majority of the people turn off 
even further from the political process 
and say, hey, this Congress does not 
represent me. Why should I vote? 

Tonight I want to touch on a number 
of issues. But before we get going, I 
yield to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, following 
on that point, the question really is, 
for whose benefit is the country run 
and the economy run? 

If we ask, and I have asked, groups of 
students in my district, now, who do 
you think has the most impact on the 
economy in the United States in gov-
ernment, most people would guess the 
President. Some talk about the Sec-
retary of the Treasury. A few guessed 
the Congress, the House and Senate. 
But virtually none say, well, Congress-
man, I know who it is, it is the Federal 
Reserve. It is that appointed, 
unelected, group of extraordinarily 
wealthy individuals, for the most part, 
who meet in secret. 

Today they met in secret downtown 
in Washington, D.C., in their marble 
palace, sitting at their exotic long 
boardroom table, marble, with nice ex-
otic hardwoods, and they made a deci-
sion that I suppose does not sound that 
important to most people, but the im-
pact will be tremendous. 

Again, it goes essentially to who 
really runs this country. They decided 
to raise interest rates by one-quarter 
of 1 percent. That does not sound like 
a lot, except there are tens of millions 
of Americans who tomorrow will wake 
up to find that their mortgage rate 
went up, their credit card rate went up, 
their adjustable car loan went up. 

In fact, it is computed that that one-
quarter of 1 percent increase will cost a 
family money. Here is a family that 
has a $100,000 mortgage, a $15,000 4-year 
car loan, and $2,000 on a credit card. It 
sounds pretty middle class to me. It 
will cost them $6,913 for the mortgage, 
$84 on the car loan, and $16 on the cred-
it card; $7,013, that one-quarter of 1 
percent rate. 

I suppose that would be justified if 
there was a reason to do it. What is the 
reason? Are we worried about inflation, 
which is at or near historic lows? I do 
not think so. It might be that the Fed 
is worried about higher wages. The 
gentleman and I have talked about 
that previously. Sometimes the Fed-
eral Reserve gets worried when the un-
employment rate drops below 5 or 6 
percent. 

They had a rule for years saying it 
should not go below 6 percent. Then 
they said maybe 5 percent. They get 
worried, because what happens if un-
employment drops? 

Mr. SANDERS. What will happen is 
then, horror of all horror, wages may 
go up. Let me just touch on that very 
important point. 

We hear every day on the television, 
we hear it on the radio, we read it in 
the newspapers, that we are living in 
the midst of one of the great economic 
booms in our history. Maybe that fear 
that with low unemployment wages 
might go up has in fact prompted the 
Federal Reserve to do what it did 
today. 

But I want to, for the RECORD, Mr. 
Speaker, give a chart which very clear-
ly belies this nonsense that there is an 
economic boom for the middle class or 
for working people. 

According to information assembled 
by the Economic Policy Institute, and 
I do not think there is a lot of debate 
about this, in 1973 the weekly earnings, 
the real average weekly earnings of 
workers in the United States, was $502, 
okay? In 1973, the weekly earnings, av-
erage earnings, were $502. 

In 1998, in the midst of a great eco-
nomic boom, the weekly earnings were 
$442, a 12 percent reduction in real 
wages. The reality is that in order to 
compensate for the lowering of real 
wages, the average American today is 
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working significantly more hours. Peo-
ple are working two jobs, people are 
working three jobs. 

So if the Fed thinks that they have 
got to once again increase unemploy-
ment to dampen wage increases, I 
would have very strong disagreement, 
because in reality today the average 
person in the middle class is strug-
gling. The gentleman and I have dis-
cussed it before. It is true in Oregon, it 
is true in Vermont. 

How many people that we know are 
working two jobs, three jobs, 50, 60, 70 
hours a week to pay the bills? The idea 
that anybody in a public position of 
trust would take action which would 
result in lowering wages, forcing people 
to work even longer hours, is to my 
mind an outrage. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, let us think about 
this again. If this unelected group, the 
Federal Reserve Board who meets in 
secret, some of whom work for banks 
and in fact can individually profit their 
employer without any conflict of inter-
est rules, if they raise interest rates, 
and they did not raise them because 
wages are running away and people are 
seeing big increases in their wages, 
they must have had another reason. 

The pundits tell me that perhaps 
that other reason is that they are wor-
ried about the bubble in the stock mar-
ket. I have a little problem about that. 
The question is, if you whack the peo-
ple on Main Street by raising again, as 
these statistics show, their payment 
for their $100,000 mortgage, $15,000 car 
loan, and $2,000 credit card, and a lot of 
folks have more than that on their 
credit card, if they are going to pay 
$7,000 more for those loans because of 
this one-quarter of 1 percent increase, 
how is that going to somehow translate 
to a message to the people on Wall 
Street, the speculators, who are driv-
ing up, what did Greenspan call it, irra-
tional exuberance on Wall Street? 

If he is worried about this irrational 
exuberance on Wall Street, why did he 
not do something about Wall Street? 
They have the tools. Right now on Wall 
Street with just a $1,000 investment, 
you can on margin go out and buy a 
whole bunch more stock. They could 
control that. There are steps they 
could take to directly control that. 

But no, they are going to whack the 
people on Main Street and say, see, we 
are going to cause some of you to lose 
your jobs, drive up unemployment, 
maybe we will drive down wages. We 
are going to cause this disruption in 
the economy, and we are hoping that 
will percolate up to Wall Street. This is 
kind of a bizarre way to run an econ-
omy, but I think it has something to 
do with who they work for, the major 
banks, and what lack of control the 
Congress has. 

No one knows what the Federal Re-
serve does or why they do it. It is all 
secret.

b 1800 
Congress has ceded all authority to 

them in the making of money and con-
trolling interest rates and basically 
managing the economy. They are man-
aging it for their banker friends who 
are deathly afraid of inflation or death-
ly afraid of higher wages for the cor-
porate CEOs, but not for average folks. 

I think that is an extraordinary turn 
of events. I think it brings us back 
again to who makes the contributions, 
who basically runs this organization 
when it comes to election time, and to 
whom are many of our colleagues be-
holden. It, unfortunately, is not the av-
erage people on Main Street, but it is 
those people on Wall Street. It is those 
people in the banking industry, the 
pharmaceutical industry, the insurance 
industry, and others. 

In fact, I noted today in the paper 
that, in this presidential race, George 
W. may not even take public matching 
funds because he has raised so much 
money and intends to raise so much 
money, obscene amounts of money is 
flowing in so fast, they cannot count 
it, that he just does not think he will 
need those public matching funds and 
those constraints on spending. 

Now, one has got to wonder who 
those people are contributing all that 
money and what they expect to get in 
return. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, let me 
interrupt the gentleman from Oregon, 
if I might, by giving some facts and fig-
ures. Mr. Speaker, I will also include 
for the RECORD, information about 
campaign contributions and lobbying 
expenses. 

Last week, and I hope to get into this 
a little bit, the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO) and I talked about the 
issue of pharmaceutical drugs, about 
the crisis that exists all over the 
United States where we have elderly 
people and people with chronic ill-
nesses who cannot afford the high cost 
of prescription drugs. 

We talked about the fact that the 
same exact drug manufactured in the 
United States of America is sold for 
significantly lower prices in Canada, in 
Mexico, and in Europe, and that the 
American consumer is being ripped off. 

We talked about the huge profits of 
the pharmaceutical industry and the 
fact that the United States is perhaps 
the only major Nation on earth that 
does not regulate the price that phar-
maceutical companies can sell their 
product. Lo and behold, apropos of 
what the gentleman from Oregon was 
talking about, now let us just see how 
money works and the relationship to 
the very high cost of prescription drugs 
in this country and to lobbying ex-
penses and campaign contributions. 

It turns out that, for the first 18 
months of the last election cycle, the 
pharmaceutical industry had lobbying 
expenses of over $74 million and made 
more than $7 million in campaign con-

tributions, which put them at the very 
top of any industry in America. 

So if consumers want to know why 
we are paying so much more for the 
exact same prescription drug in this 
country as the Canadians and the 
Mexicans and the Europeans do, then 
they might well look to the reality 
that the pharmaceutical industry is 
pouring huge sums of money, not only 
into Congress, but into State legisla-
tures throughout this country. 

They are number one. They are at 
the very top of the list of people who 
spend money on lobbying expenditures 
or campaign contributions, followed, I 
might add, not very far behind, by the 
insurance industry, which might help 
us explain why we are the only Nation 
in the entire industrialized world that 
does not have a national health insur-
ance system. 

So whether the issue is banking, 
whether the issue is interest rates, 
whether the issue is the high cost of 
pharmaceutical drugs or all of the 
other absurd priorities that exist in 
this Congress, I think one of the impor-
tant factors to examine is who makes 
the campaign distributions, who puts 
money into lobbying; and that tells us 
a whole lot about the end results which 
we see. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, since the 
gentleman from Vermont raised the in-
surance industry, some of our col-
leagues spoke at an earlier hour about 
the need for a Patients’ Bill of Rights. 
As the gentleman pointed out, the in-
surance industry is the second greatest 
funder of congressional campaigns and 
has been particularly generous to the 
majority party. 

We found in the last Congress that 
we were able to get a very truncated 
Patients’ Bill of Rights through the 
House, and the Senate did not act at 
all because of the fear on the part of 
the insurance companies that it might 
impinge upon their profits. 

Let us just talk for a minute about 
what that means. I have talked to 
some folks from the Heart Association 
who are very concerned. They spent 
years educating Americans to, when 
they have got that pain, they should go 
to the emergency room. Well, guess 
what, now with an HMO, one does not 
go to the emergency room, one is sup-
posed to call the insurance company 
first in some plans and talk to a clerk 
somewhere who one may have awak-
ened from their late evening nap, and 
ask them for permission to go to the 
emergency room. Sometimes it is de-
nied. Take an aspirin and call the doc-
tor in the morning. 

The Heart Association is very wor-
ried about the message we are sending 
here. So part of the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights is called a prudent person rule. 
If one has got an extreme pain in one’s 
chest and one thinks one is having a 
heart attack, one does not have to call 
a clerk who works for the insurance 
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company to get permission to go to the 
emergency room. 

Of course, they say they do not deny 
permission, they just will not pay for it 
if one goes. Now, how many Americans 
can afford a $500 or $1,000 visit to the 
emergency room? Not very many. So 
this is extraordinary. So that is one 
thing in the Patients’ Bill of Rights. 

There is another case in Virginia, a 
young woman who fell off a cliff, broke 
her back. They medivac’d her by heli-
copter. When she got to the hospital, 
they worked on her right away. She 
was in serious condition. Her insurance 
company later refused to pay because 
she lacked prior authorization. 

I asked, when was she supposed to 
make the call? On her cell phone as she 
fell through the air? Or perhaps she 
should have asked to use the radio in 
the helicopter while she was being 
medivac’d. 

No, these are absurd things. These 
are no brainers for the American peo-
ple. We should have the right, we pay 
our insurance premiums, to have that 
kind of fair treatment. But guess what, 
the insurance industry does not think 
so, and a majority of my colleagues 
here in Congress do not think so, be-
cause they are much more attentive to 
the insurance industry then they are to 
the needs of their constituents. That is 
an outrage, and that should change. 

I am one of many who have signed a 
petition here in the House to force a 
Patients’ Bill of Rights to the floor of 
the House because the Republican lead-
ership refuses to let the bill be heard. 

We have over 180 people on that bill, 
and I tell my colleagues we will not be 
denied; and if the American people 
would begin to speak up to their rep-
resentatives, they would not. But 
again, we are back in this circular situ-
ation where the people who fund the 
campaigns have more at risk and are 
more likely to be heard than the people 
who are being denied the care in their 
insurance plan. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Oregon touches on per-
haps the most fundamental issue that 
we can discuss; and that is, in the 
midst of all of the media hoopla about 
how great the economy is doing, the re-
ality is that there are tens and tens of 
millions of people who are hurting very 
badly and, in many ways, are in worse 
shape today than they were 20 or 25 
years ago. The gentleman is touching 
on one area, and that is the area of 
health care. 

Now, I want to know one simple 
thing. It would seem to me that, if the 
economy is booming, what that would 
translate to, among other things, is an 
improved health care system for all of 
the people. It makes sense to me. The 
economy is booming. That means that 
more and more people have health in-
surance, better quality of health care, 
better able to go to the physician of 
their choice, the specialist of their 

choice, more access to prescription 
drugs. That is what a booming econ-
omy would seem to me. 

But the reality, as the gentleman has 
just indicated, is very much not that. 
The reality is that we have some 43 
million Americans who have zero 
health insurance. The reality is that 
we have tens of millions of Americans 
who have very large deductibles and 
co-payments. That means that, if they 
get sick, they hesitate to go to the doc-
tor, because they do not have the cash 
to pay for the visit. 

The end result of that is that doctors 
now tell us that the patients that they 
are seeing are far sicker than the pa-
tients that they used to seeing because 
people do not have the money to pay 
because they have high deductibles. 

In terms of prescription drugs once 
again, at a time when the average prof-
its in 1998 for the 10 largest pharma-
ceutical companies in this country 
were $2.5 billion, that was the average 
profits for the 10 largest pharma-
ceutical companies, we have people in 
the State of Vermont, people all over 
this country, elderly folks, sick people 
who literally have got to make the 
choice as to whether they purchase the 
prescription drugs they need to keep 
them alive to ease their pain or wheth-
er they heat their homes in the winter, 
whether they buy the food that they 
need. 

Ah, but the pharmaceutical industry, 
enjoying huge profits has all kinds of 
money available for campaign con-
tributions to maintain the status quo. 

I will submit for the RECORD, Mr. 
Speaker, a chart which I think the 
American people would be interested in 
hearing about which talks about how 
much more senior citizens in the 
United States pay for prescription 
drugs than do seniors in other Nations. 

If a product used, one of the more 
commonly used prescription drugs in 
this country used by seniors, cost $1, in 
Germany that product costs 71 cents; 
in Sweden, 68 cents; in the United 
Kingdom, 65 cents; Canada, 64 cents; 
France, 57 cents; and Italy, 51 cents. 

But once again, getting back to the 
gentleman’s point, if we are talking 
about a so-called booming economy, I 
would think that what the health care 
system would be doing is making it 
easier for people to get in, making it 
easier for people to get the quality 
care. As we both know, as a result of 
the growth of managed care and HMOs, 
that is very often exactly the opposite 
of what is happening. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, part of 
the problem there, I want to go back to 
the point about seniors and the cost of 
drugs. But just on the issue of access to 
health care and the fact that so many 
people have been deprived to access to 
health care, part of the problem is the 
fact that more and more Americans are 
working in temporary jobs. 

In fact, the number of Americans in 
the last 25 years holding temporary 
jobs without benefits instead of full-
time jobs with benefits has gone up by 
a factor of eight, eight times as many 
people. The largest employer in Amer-
ica now is not General Motors. It is not 
Microsoft, it is a Manpower, Inc., a 
temporary employing employer. 

Now, those people are forced to take 
jobs, generally at wages lower than 
what they earned in their last full-time 
job, with no benefits, including no in-
surance benefit. Now, that is a crisis 
for many families in this country, and 
that is something that needs to be 
dealt with. 

They say, well, if they had insurance 
at their last job, they can purchase it 
under COBRA. That is right. We did 
provide relief for a few people with the 
Federal law that says they can pur-
chase the same health care they had. 
But guess what? When people lose their 
jobs, most people cannot afford $350 a 
month premiums to come out of their 
unemployment insurance and still put 
food on the table, pay the rent, and pay 
the light bill. They cannot afford that. 

But talking about that, I have done 
recently, with the help of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. WAXMAN), 
a survey of seniors in my district in 
terms of the prices they are paying for 
commonly prescribed drugs for seniors. 
The results are absolutely extraor-
dinary. I will be releasing the survey 
next week. But it turns out that many 
seniors are paying 4 to 7 times as much 
as people who have health insurance, 
full health insurance for exactly the 
same drugs over the counter. 

Now, there is something wrong with 
that. The insurance companies have 
gone to the pharmaceutical industry 
and bargained a good price. They are 
getting a great price. A senior walks in 
and buys the same prescription over 
the counter, sometimes they need es-
sentially a life-saving prescription, and 
they pay 4 to 7 times more. They can-
not afford it. 

The President is trying to deal with 
that in his proposal with a minimal be-
ginning of prescription drug coverage. 
That would be an improvement over 
the current system. But much more 
can and should be done dealing with 
the prices these insurance companies 
charge. 

The gentleman from Vermont has 
tried for a number of years to make a 
very simple point, a lot of drugs are de-
veloped after the public has spent a lot 
of money developing the research for 
particular drugs. In fact, one drug that 
is very effective for uterine cancer was 
developed by the National Institutes of 
Health. All the research was done, all 
the processes on how to make it. The 
bark out of which the first drugs were 
made before they developed an artifi-
cial process came off of Federal land. 

So we have taxpayers pay to discover 
and develop the process for the drug. 
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Taxpayers own the property from 
which the natural substance, the bark, 
is coming from. Guess what, the Fed-
eral Government gave an exclusive 
right to Bristol-Myers Squibb to mar-
ket this drug with no price caps. Guess 
what? With no sunk costs, they did not 
go through a lengthy development 
process, and very low cost to get the 
product. They were charging out-
rageous prices because women des-
perate with this type of cancer needed 
the drug. 

Now, the gentleman has proposed a 
simple principle. They should repay the 
Treasury for that research. They 
should repay the taxpayers. Now, has 
that become law? It seems to me most 
Americans would agree that would be 
fair. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say that the pharmaceutical industry, 
which spends over $80 million in the 
last election cycle in opposition to any 
serious reform was successful in help-
ing to defeat that proposal. But we will 
be back, and we are going to be back 
with another good proposal. 

That is that one of the outrages that 
currently exists, as I mentioned ear-
lier, is that the same exact prescrip-
tion drug manufactured by an Amer-
ican company is sold in Canada, Mex-
ico, and around the world for far lower 
prices than it is sold in the United 
States. 

I know the gentleman intends to re-
lease a study in Oregon, but we have 
already released one in the State of 
Vermont. What we found is that, for 
the most commonly used prescription 
drugs that senior citizens need in 
Vermont, those drugs cost 81 percent 
more than in Canada and 112 percent 
more than in Mexico.
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And in response to that absurdity, I 
have introduced legislation which 
would allow American pharmaceutical 
distributors to be able to purchase 
their products from Canada, from Mex-
ico, and from any other country to 
take advantage of the lower prices so 
they could resell those products back 
in the United States at far lower prices 
than is currently the case. 

I know the gentleman knows that the 
problem here is not with the inde-
pendent pharmacist. That person has 
no choice but to sell the product for a 
high price because he is purchasing it 
for a high price. Well, now we are going 
to let competition reign. Now we will 
let the distributors buy at a lower 
price in Canada, Mexico or anyplace 
else. This is exactly the same product 
that is sold in the United States for a 
far higher price. 

And I should mention that, as a mat-
ter of fact, on July 7 I intend to take a 
van of senior citizens and people with 
chronic health problems to Canada. It 
is only an hour and a half away from 
us. We are going to go to Montreal and 

we are going to purchase prescription 
drugs and we are going to show the de-
gree to which prices in Canada are so 
much lower than they are in the 
United States. 

In my State already many people are 
going over the border to Canada to 
take advantage of the lower prices. I 
know in the southern part of this coun-
try people are going to Mexico. That is 
an absurdity. Americans should not 
have to skip over the border, north or 
south, in order to get a discount on 
drugs manufactured by American phar-
maceutical companies. That is an out-
rage. And we are going to do every-
thing we can to see that the American 
consumer is treated the same way that 
the Canadians, the Mexicans, and the 
Europeans are treated. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Is the gentleman tell-
ing me these are exactly the same 
drugs? These must be generics or some-
thing like that. 

Mr. SANDERS. No, these are the 
same drugs manufactured in the same 
factory, often in the same bottle, often 
in Puerto Rico. The same exact prod-
ucts. 

I want the pharmaceutical industry 
to tell the American people why if they 
go to Europe, if they go to Mexico, if 
they go to Canada they can purchase 
the product that they sometimes need 
to stay alive. The gentleman and I both 
know of the horror stories of people 
struggling to combat their illnesses, a 
question of life and death, and not 
being able to afford these outrageously 
high prices. 

And as the gentleman indicated a 
moment ago, to add insult to injury, 
the taxpayers of this country pour 
huge sums of money into research and 
development. And then, when they de-
velop the product, instead of saying to 
the pharmaceutical company that is 
going to distribute it, that is going to 
sell it, that they have to sell that prod-
uct, because it was developed with tax-
payer money, they have to sell that 
product at a reasonable price, instead 
of that the NIH gives the product over 
to the pharmaceutical industry who 
then sells it at any price that they 
want, meaning that the taxpayer who 
helped to develop the drug often cannot 
even afford to purchase the drug that 
he or she developed, which is an issue 
that must be addressed. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I have also recently 
found out, which causes me great con-
cern in my district, that there is a 
problem with retired military getting 
their prescriptions filled. We have no 
active military base in Oregon, and 
they are not eligible for a mail order 
program which is maintained by the 
military, so what they have been doing 
is pooling together with volunteers to 
go up to Washington State with all 
their prescriptions, and then have a 
person go and fill a couple hundred pre-
scriptions and load them in a van and 
drive them back down to Oregon. 

Now, this is another example of 
Americans who have been made a 
promise, in this case veterans, that we 
would take care of them; that we would 
take care of them for life, and now 
they are not getting their prescriptions 
filled. In fact, the military has pro-
posed that they do not want to have 
this volunteer van service anymore. 
And I said, well, then, how about mak-
ing these people eligible for mail order 
prescriptions? I have a Blue Cross/Blue 
Shield card, so I can get some product 
out of a pharmacy in Florida for an ab-
surd price if I want to way wait a week 
or 10 days. So I said, how about the 
military setting up something like 
that. Well, that is difficult. We are still 
fighting over that. 

But that is just another category of 
people that are getting hit. They can-
not afford to go to the pharmacy and 
buy these things. They have to get 
them through the military, and now 
they are being told they cannot do 
that. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman touches on an issue I know 
both of us have worked on, and that is 
veterans’ rights, and this gets again 
back to the issue of the so-called boom-
ing economy and the priorities being 
established in the Congress. 

Now, it seems to me that in terms of 
veterans, these are men and women 
who have put their lives on the line. 
They did what their government asked 
them to do. They signed a contract, 
sometimes in blood, with the United 
States Government. And I regard it as 
completely unacceptable that the gov-
ernment reneges on the contract that 
it signed with those people. 

And when we talk about priorities 
and we talk about the so-called boom-
ing economy, I find it hard to under-
stand how any Member of this Congress 
could support on one hand huge tax 
breaks for the wealthiest people in this 
country, who in recent years have seen 
extraordinary increases in their 
wealth, and then with the other hand 
say to the veterans of this country, 
well, gee, I guess we are having prob-
lems with prescription drugs, we just 
do not have the money to help. We may 
have to downsize the VA hospitals. We 
may have to cut back on the quality of 
care that we give. 

Now, what a sense of priorities it is 
to say to millionaires and billionaires, 
oh, we hear your pain, we are going to 
give you huge tax breaks; but to the 
veterans of this country, to the senior 
citizens of this country, to the working 
people of this country, gee, we are 
sorry, we just do not have the funds to 
help in your hour of need. 

Now, we have talked about health 
care, we have talked about prescription 
drugs, we have talked about the Fed-
eral Reserve, and we could go on and 
on, but the bottom line is that what 
goes on in this country increasingly is 
that the people on the top are doing ex-
traordinarily well, the people in the 
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middle are working longer hours for 
lower wages, and the people down 
below are hurting very severely. 

I find it basically wrong, and there is 
no other word that I can use, that in 
the United States of America today we 
have the most unfair distribution of 
wealth and the most unfair distribu-
tion of income in any industrialized so-
ciety. We have a situation in which the 
wealthiest 1 percent of the population 
now own 40 percent of the total wealth 
of this Nation, which is more than the 
bottom 95 percent. We have just 1 per-
cent or more wealth from the bottom 
95 percent. 

As the gentleman knows, in recent 
years, we have given huge tax breaks 
to upper income people at the same 
time as we have cut back on the needs 
of our veterans and we have cut back 
on the needs of many, many other peo-
ple. So when I go back to Vermont, 
people say to me, middle class people 
say, gee, we cannot afford to send our 
kids to college; how can you be in a 
Congress which can provide huge tax 
breaks for those people who really do 
not need it? 

So I think we have to get our prior-
ities right. And what our priorities 
should mean is that we should join, in 
my view, the rest of the major coun-
tries in this world and say that health 
care is a right of citizenship, not a rad-
ical idea; that every man, woman, and 
child should be entitled to health care 
because they are citizens of this coun-
try; that we should be putting more 
money into higher education so that 
middle class families do not have to go 
deeply into debt to send their kids to 
college; so that the young people do 
not have to get out of college $20,000, 
$30,000, or $40,000 in debt. 

So I would suggest that maybe the 
Congress would want to start focusing 
on the needs of ordinary people rather 
than just those people who make the 
campaign contributions. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, I am surprised 
we got back to campaign contribu-
tions, but I think the gentleman is 
making an excellent point. Again, the 
question is on behalf of whom does this 
body make policy day in and day out 
and to whom is the majority behold-
ing? 

They are talking about a vision. 
They have a vision for a future, a tax 
system, which the gentleman was just 
talking about, and it is an interesting 
vision. And the vision is that we should 
do away with death taxes. Of course, in 
the last Congress we acted so that any-
one with assets of less than $1 million 
in the very near future will be subject 
to no death taxes. But they are worried 
about those people with assets of over 
$1 million; that they might have to pay 
taxes upon transferring them to their 
heirs. So their vision is we would do 
away with all inheritance tax and then 
would reduce the capital gains tax to 
zero. 

Now, here is the ultimate absurdity, 
and this is not about wealth envy or 
something else, it is about everybody 
carrying their fair share of the burden 
in our society, and somewhat that de-
pends upon the ability to pay. We can 
only squeeze so much out of a min-
imum wage worker. But if someone has 
a lot of discretionary income, they can 
afford to pay a little bit more. But in 
their vision that they have put forward 
to us, there will be zero inheritance tax 
and zero capital gains tax. 

Now, let us just say if someone was 
lucky enough to be, well, let’s say Bill 
Gates’ child, that person, and he says, 
by the way, that he is going to give 
most of the money away to charitable 
undertakings. And that is wonderful, 
and I think the American people will 
appreciate that gift. But let us just say 
he reserves a billion dollars for his 
child, and the child gets a billion dol-
lars when they graduate from college. 
Well, under this vision of the future, 
that child would pay zero dollars on 
taxes for the inheritance. And if that 
child chose to invest the money for a 
living as opposed to working for wages, 
they would pay zero dollars in Federal 
taxes, zero dollars in FICA taxes. 

So it sort of begs the question, as the 
elite make more and more of their 
money off unearned income, why is it 
that wage-earning people have to pay 
28 or 31 percent, or even the people at 
the top, 39.6 percent of their income in 
taxes, but these other people who do 
not have to work for wages, who are 
lucky enough or skillful enough to just 
live on unearned income, pay at the 
rate today of 18 percent with a vision 
of going to zero? 

Mr. SANDERS. Let me see if I under-
stand what the gentleman is saying. It 
is a very radical concept. Is the gen-
tleman suggesting that somebody who 
works by the sweat of their brow for 50, 
60, 70 hours a week trying to make 
$25,000, $35,000, or $40,000 a year to 
maintain their family at a level of dig-
nity and decency, that those people 
should be paying less in taxes than peo-
ple who make millions of dollars in-
vesting in the stock market? 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, I was not even 
taking it that far, but that is an inter-
esting point. 

Mr. SANDERS. It is radical, I know. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. That is pretty radical. 

The gentleman sometimes is known to 
be out there a little bit. 

But I will take it back to a simpler 
prospect. A person who works 50 hours 
a week, say a retail clerk, and brings 
home $40,000, $50,000 a year in a good 
union job. That is possible. Let us not 
even go to the issue of someone with a 
very large income and someone with a 
modest income. Let us say two people 
earned $40,000 a year. One earns $40,000 
a year by investing money they inher-
ited, the other earns $40,000 a year by 
working 40 hours a week in a wage-
earning job. The person who earns 

$40,000 a year is paying taxes at about 
the rate of 28 percent and the person 
who invests for a living is paying 18 
percent. 

Now, I have a hard time under-
standing why that is fair; why the per-
son who does not work for wages pays 
a lower rate. And, of course, if the per-
son who works for wages is self-em-
ployed, not only do they get socked 
with a 28 percent rate, they also get 
socked with paying the FICA tax on 
both sides, so their tax rate suddenly 
jumps up around 40 to 50 percent. But 
their vision for the future is that 1 per-
cent or so who can just live off invest-
ments should pay no taxes to the Fed-
eral Government. 

Now, my question would be how then 
are we going to maintain the govern-
ment and who is going to pay? 

Mr. SANDERS. Well, I think while it 
is certainly not fair, it is understand-
able. Because once again we have got 
to deal with the reality that the 
wealthiest one-quarter of 1 percent of 
the population make 80 percent of the 
campaign contributions. Unless I would 
be very mistaken, and I do not think I 
am, when these guys kick in $50,000 or 
$100,000 or $1 million, and their cor-
porate friends kick in huge sums of 
money to both political parties, maybe 
that is the reason that they are mak-
ing those contributions. 

After all, imagine just trying to live 
on a couple hundred million dollars a 
year when one can get a tax break and 
earn even more money. My guess is 
that when they go to these $50,000 a 
plate dinners, they are not sitting 
there saying, raise the minimum wage, 
that is why we contributed $50,000; ex-
pand the Pell Grants; provide health 
care to all people; cut the cost of phar-
maceuticals so that ordinary folks can 
afford it.
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My guess would be that people who 
contribute huge sums of money to the 
political parties are not quite so inter-
ested in the needs of the middle class 
and working families of this country 
but rather their own interests. And one 
of their own interests is to pay less and 
less and less in taxes, and that cer-
tainly has happened in recent years. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, certainly, then, 
we can expect that we will take up 
campaign finance reform soon here on 
the floor of the House. 

Mr. SANDERS. Well, we certainly 
would like to do so. But once again, 
money is talking. 

The American people in poll after 
poll say they want changes in the ob-
scenity of the current campaign fi-
nance system. But the monied folks, 
hey, they like the system the way it is. 

See, in a democracy we have one per-
son, one vote. If we have money, if we 
do not have money, we get one vote. 
But in the current system, we have one 
person, one vote. But then the other 
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person has one vote plus the ability to 
contribute endless sums of money and 
have access and impact on the legisla-
tive process. So for those folks who 
have the money, they do not want to 
see campaign finance reform. 

It is a real outrage that the House 
leadership has refused to bring back 
onto the floor a reasonably conserv-
ative bill that would ban soft money 
that passed overwhelmingly here last 
year. They do not want to bring it 
back. And they are going to wait and 
wait so that it will become impossible 
for the Senate to act and will continue 
this charade by which big money pours 
into both parties and to the presi-
dential candidates and which Govern-
ment continues to work on the needs of 
upper-income people rather than the 
middle class. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is making an excellent point 
there, and it is very disturbing to me 
and many other Members of this cham-
ber. 

I believe the gentleman has probably 
signed what is called the discharge pe-
tition. That is, a majority of Members 
of this House if made to vote would 
vote for campaign finance reform, but 
the leaders of the Republican party are 
attempting to protect their Members 
from making that vote. 

In the last Congress, Speaker Ging-
rich managed to delay and delay and 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
managed to offer many, many, many 
mischievous amendments. But ulti-
mately, finally, the House passed its 
judgment. As the gentleman says, over-
whelmingly, faced with the obscenity 
of today’s campaign finance system, an 
overwhelmingly majority of this House 
said we have to take these minimal 
steps towards reform. Our constituents 
demand it. 

But now here we are a little more 
than a year later, same place, a major-
ity support reform, but we cannot get a 
bill to the floor of the House. The 
Speaker says, well, I will only bring it 
up later in the year, late enough so 
that we know it will not go anywhere 
in the Senate and then we will be 
launched into the presidential cam-
paign year. And we all know that we 
are not going to reform campaign in 
the middle of the most expensive presi-
dential campaign in the history of the 
United States. 

Mr. SANDERS. What is really very 
clear, I do not think there is any de-
bate on this, is the Speaker and the 
House leadership understands that if 
that bill came before the House, as the 
gentleman has just indicated, the vast 
majority of the people would vote for it 
because they would be embarrassed to 
go back home and say, ‘‘we voted 
against campaign finance reform.’’ But 
if it does not come before the floor of 
the House, they do not have to make 
that vote. 

Now, we are running out of time. The 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) 

has recently made I think a very im-
portant contribution in terms of this 
whole discussion over Social Security. 
As the gentleman knows, we hear very 
often about how Social Security is 
going bankrupt, there is no money in 
it, and blah, blah, blah, which happens 
to be untrue. 

Right now, if the United States Con-
gress does nothing, which I think is not 
a good idea, I think we should act, So-
cial Security will be able to pay out 
every benefit owed to every eligible 
American for the next 34 years. So that 
is not a system on the verge of bank-
ruptcy. But as we become an older soci-
ety and as people live longer, there are 
problems that we must address. 

I know the gentleman has just re-
cently introduced very, I think, inter-
esting Social Security legislation. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Yes. Just one point be-
yond that for people who are being 
stampeded into the idea that we have 
to destroy the system to save it. 

Even if Congress did nothing, as the 
gentleman says, for 35 years Social Se-
curity could deliver on 100 percent of 
promised benefits and after that 73 to 
75 percent of promised benefits into the 
indefinite future. That means it has a 
25-percent that starts 35 years from 
now. 

Does that sound like a system we 
need to destroy, the most successful so-
cial system this country has ever seen 
that has been responsible for lifting 
tens of millions of seniors out of pov-
erty? 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I find it 
very ironic and interesting that time 
and time again, and I guess we are not 
going to have time today to talk about 
corporate control over the media, a 
very dear subject to me, but I find it 
amazing that we hear Social Security 
crisis, bankrupt, no money available, 
and the young people by and large be-
lieve us by now because they have 
heard it so much, when there is no de-
bate. 

If the Congress does nothing, Social 
Security will pay out every nickel 
owed to every eligible American for the 
next 34 years. 

We have crises today. We have people 
sleeping out on the street. Elderly peo-
ple cannot afford their prescription 
drugs. Veterans are not getting the 
health care they need. But those, ap-
parently, are not crises. But this non-
crisis is now being subjected to a situa-
tion where people want draconian re-
sponse which would destroy the sys-
tem. 

But maybe the gentleman wants to 
say a few words. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I would 
pause at something, but I do want to 
explain my plan, that that has some-
thing to do with the fact that if it were 
broken up into 70 to 80 million pieces 
that there would be an awful lot of 
commissions out there for brokers. And 
all the intense pressure here in Con-

gress to break Social Security up and 
make it into individual accounts is 
coming from Wall Street, the same 
people of course who are contributing 
tremendous amounts of monies to peo-
ple’s campaigns. 

But let me explain a simple fix for 
Social Security. About half the Amer-
ican people pay more in Social Secu-
rity taxes to the Federal Government 
than they do income taxes. We should 
deal with that issue. We should give 
them some tax relief. 

Now, we also want to make certain 
that the system is solvent for the fu-
ture. So I put those two ideas together. 
If we did one thing, if we lifted the cap, 
right now if they earn $72,600 they pay 
Social Security on every penny they 
earn. If they earn $15,000, $20,000, 
$40,000, up to $72,600, Social Security on 
every penny they earn. If they earn a 
million dollars, they only pay Social 
Security on the first $72,600. That 
means their effective rate of tax is less 
than one percent; and it is over 6 per-
cent for Social Security alone, not the 
Medicare portion, for individuals who 
earn $20,000 a year. 

So lift that cap. If we lift the cap and 
say fair is fair, everybody will pay the 
same amount on all they earn, that 
sounds like the flat tax that my col-
leagues over here are always pushing, 
then that would raise more than 
enough money to fix the system and 
make it solvent forever. 

But I want to take some of that 
money and invest it in tax relief. We 
could also exempt the first $4,000 of 
earnings for every wage-earning Amer-
ican. That means everybody who earns 
less than $72,600 a year, that is 95 per-
cent of wage-earning Americans, would 
get a tax break under this proposal. 
And then with a few other changes in 
Social Security, investing some aggre-
gate amount of the surplus, taking 
away from Congress which borrows it 
and spends it and replaces it with IOUs 
into index funds and other invest-
ments, we could ensure, and I have a 
letter from Social Security saying my 
plan would do this, the solvency of So-
cial Security for 75 years, which is as 
far out as they project it, while pro-
viding tax relief for 95 percent of Amer-
icans. 

I also deal with two other problems. 
I give five child care dropout years so 
that the families that cannot afford 
child care or choose to stay home with 
their kids in their formative years will 
not be penalized in their ultimate So-
cial Security benefits; and then finally, 
a slight increase in benefits for people 
over the age of 85 who are at a very 
high rate of poverty. 

We could do all that by lifting the 
cap on the wages. That is, everybody 
pays the same amount. But, unfortu-
nately, I believe that a lot of people 
who are talking about financing cam-
paigns are probably in that same cat-
egory. 
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Mr. SANDERS. Very interesting. 

They do polls and they ask the Amer-
ican people, how do you think we 
should deal with the Social Security 
situation? 

The one alternative is to raise the 
age at which they get benefits. The 
other solution is to cut back on bene-
fits. And the American people respond. 
Then they said, what about raising the 
cap, exactly what are my colleague is 
talking about. Poll after poll shows the 
American people think that is a very 
good idea. They think it is appropriate. 

As the gentleman just indicated, if 
they raise the cap, not only can they 
can create Social Security solvency for 
the 75 years that the actuaries actually 
want, they could actually have a tax 
deduction for low and medium income 
workers, which makes a lot of sense to 
me. 

But amazingly, despite the fact that 
this is an idea that the American peo-
ple want, how many people in the Con-
gress are even prepared to talk about 
that idea? Not a whole lot. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, I am circulating 
a letter to all our colleagues this week 
asking them to sign on to the bill, 
which I will introduce when we return 
from the July 4 break. 

I think that certainly there will be 
many who will be interested in a pro-
gressive Social Security reform, a way 
to cut taxes for 95 percent of wage-
earning Americans and assure the fu-
ture of Social Security for generations 
to come. It sounds like a pretty good 
deal to me. And we will see if, for once, 
we can overcome the influence of those 
few wealthy people who spend so much 
financing the campaigns, particularly 
on the majority side of the aisle here. 

Mr. SANDERS. I think we are com-
ing toward the end of our time. I want 
to thank the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO) for all of the work that 
he does in the Congress and for his par-
ticipation this evening. 

I would like to conclude on this note. 
We have touched on a number of prob-
lems, but that does not make us pessi-
mistic. It is my belief, and I know I 
speak for my colleague as well, that if 
working people and middle-income peo-
ple and young people get involved in 
the political process, if they let the 
Congress and the President hear from 
them, if they make the political lead-
ers of this country understand what 
their needs are and they will get in-
volved, we can turn this country 
around. 

We should not be proud that the 
wealthiest people have seen huge in-
creases in their income and their 
wealth at the same time as we have the 
highest rate of childhood poverty of 
any industrialized nation. We should 
not be proud that 43 million Americans 
have no health insurance and that we 
are the only country in the industri-
alized world without a national health 
insurance system. We should not be 

proud that the CEOs make over 300 
times what their workers make and 
that in the midst of the so-called eco-
nomic boom, the average American 
worker today is earning less than was 
the case 25 years ago. 

But ultimately to turn that around, 
to make the Government of the United 
States work for the middle class, work 
for working families, rather than for 
upper-income people, people are going 
to have to get involved in the process. 
They are going to have to vote. They 
are going to have to be informed about 
the issues. They are going to have to 
run for office. They are going to have 
to revitalize American democracy and 
pay tribute to the founders of this 
country who gave us the radical con-
cept of democracy. 

So I would hope that all of our peo-
ple, especially the young people who 
are turning their backs to our Demo-
cratic system, get involved and stand 
up and fight for the rights of ordinary 
people. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for joining me this evening.

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi-

dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman 
Williams, one of his secretaries. 

f 

COLORADO CATTLE CONCERNS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

TERRY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. SCHAF-
FER) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to invite those Members of 
the Republican Conference who may be 
monitoring tonight’s proceedings and 
have something that they would like to 
add in the next hour during this special 
order to come on down to the floor and 
join in. I secure this hour every now 
and then on behalf of the Republican 
Conference just for that purpose. 

One of the topics I wanted to discuss 
was with respect to some good news in 
agriculture over the last couple of 
weeks. Because while the bull is still 
loose on Wall Street, months after the 
analysts and pundits first began warn-
ing in ernest of overpriced stocks and 
certainly financial meltdowns, another 
young crop of fresh-from-college-20-
somethings with a computer and a 
catchy slogan has launched their ini-
tial public offerings and made millions. 

Granted, short of cashing in their 
stock options, their net worth is only 
on paper and few Internet start-ups 
have yet to post real profits. But the 
investor cash fueling the IPO madness 
is real, and leading economic indica-
tors suggest no predicted slowdown in 
the economy.

b 1845 
Consumer spending is up while unem-

ployment rates are down. Business sec-

tor productivity, personal income and 
new home starts, all important indica-
tors, are all on the rise. 

Yet while that bull stampedes 
through the streets of New York, many 
of the cattle along the dusty cattle 
roads of eastern Colorado are going no-
where. That just might change soon. 
Until this month, the Clinton adminis-
tration has done little to help Amer-
ica’s cattle industry and cattle ranch-
ers in their decades-long trade dispute 
with the European Union over U.S. 
growth hormones which meant that 
Colorado’s cattle intended for slaugh-
ter and export to European consumers 
were banned and banned on the basis of 
dubious science. 

Under prior World Trade Organiza-
tion rulings, the European Union was 
required to drop its ban on U.S. beef 
imports absent risk assessments and 
scientific justificaton by May 13, 1999. 
The European Union refused to do so 
and in response the United States was 
notified of the World Trade Organiza-
tion’s intent to impose a 100 percent re-
taliatory tariff on approximately $202 
million of European Union products. 
This level of retaliation is estimated to 
be far short of the true value of U.S. 
beef that would be exported to the Eu-
ropean Union absent the ban, but it is 
enough to get the attention of those 
nations which might utilize unfair 
trade tactics in the future. 

Colorado agriculture increasingly de-
pends upon the export market to ex-
pand sales and increase revenues and to 
expand world trade and agriculture has 
a significant impact on both the U.S. 
trade balance and on specific commod-
ities and individual farmers. The cards 
are stacked against farmers and ranch-
ers to begin with. No sector of the 
economy is subject to more inter-
national trade barriers than agri-
culture. The import quotas, high tar-
iffs, government-buying monopolies 
and import bans imposed by other na-
tions coupled with the overwhelming 
number of trade sanctions and embar-
goes imposed on other countries by our 
own government cost the American ag-
riculture industry billions of dollars 
each year in lost export opportunities. 
These barriers continue to grow despite 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade, GATT, and the North American 
Free Trade Agreement, or NAFTA. 
Without question, they are devastating 
the ability for American producers to 
compete effectively, particularly at a 
time when exports now account for 
over 30 percent of U.S. farm cash re-
ceipts and nearly 40 percent of all agri-
cultural production. 

This particular dispute over the pres-
ence of growth-promoting hormones 
dates back to 1989 when the European 
Union put into effect a ban on the pro-
duction and importation of meat con-
taining such compounds. Growth-pro-
moting hormones are widely used in 
the United States as well as other top 
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meat exporting countries to speed up 
growth rates and produce leaner meat 
for consumers who display an increas-
ing preference for reduced fat and cho-
lesterol diets. Hormones used within 
the U.S. are regulated by the United 
States Department of Agriculture and 
are ones which occur naturally in an 
animal’s body or that mimic naturally 
occurring compounds. The European 
Union banned the production and im-
portation of meat derived from animals 
treated with hormones following an in-
cident where a young boy was harmed 
after ingesting a concentrated quantity 
of an unregulated hormone produced in 
Europe. Citing extensive scientific evi-
dence that U.S. growth hormones have 
been proven safe, the United States 
challenged the European Union’s ban 
on the basis that it violates a 1994 Uru-
guay Round agreement on sanitary and 
phytosanitary measures. The sanitary 
and phytosanitary standards agree-
ment requires a scientific basis for 
measures which restrict trade based on 
health or safety concerns. The World 
Trade Organization ruled in 1997 that 
the ban did indeed violate several pro-
visions of those sanitary and 
phytosanitary standards agreements 
and ordered the European Union to 
eliminate the meat hormone ban by 
May 13, 1999. When the ban was not lift-
ed last month, the United States de-
cided to take action in the form of re-
taliatory tariffs. 

Mr. Speaker, it is difficult to pick up 
a newspaper today without reading 
about the extraordinary resilience of 
the United States economy and the sig-
nificant profits being reaped by cor-
porations and investors alike. Yet it is 
also difficult for me and other Mem-
bers of Congress representing rural dis-
tricts to talk with our neighbors back 
home, conduct town meetings or read 
through our constituent mail without 
learning of yet more foreclosures, de-
faults and farm auctions. Most of these 
people are not sharing in the windfall. 
Indeed, farm country is still in serious 
trouble and there is no evidence things 
are getting better. Low commodity 
prices, disease, weather-related prob-
lems, coupled with declining export op-
portunities, weak demand and over-
regulation have taken a devastating 
toll on agriculture. Real farm income 
has fallen dramatically over the last 2 
years and real families are feeling the 
effects. While Congress recently helped 
stave off disaster in rural America with 
an emergency assistance package, it is 
evident that more needs to be done and 
more needs to be done to establish real 
long-term solutions across the board. 
That is why the decision to retaliate 
against the European Union for its un-
fair ban on U.S. beef, even if for just a 
fraction of the overall monetary dam-
age to the U.S. and U.S. producers, is a 
step in the right direction and a sig-
nificant win for Colorado ranchers and 
farmers, and I would submit for ranch-

ers and farmers throughout the rest of 
the country. 

It is abundantly clear that in addi-
tion to free trade, America must guar-
antee fair trade. If I, other members of 
the majority and my colleagues on the 
House Committee on Agriculture can 
continue to compel the Clinton admin-
istration to pursue additional rightful 
corrective actions like this one, it 
might just give our farmers and ranch-
ers back home a fighting chance and 
allow them to run with the bulls. 

I recently had an opportunity to hear 
back from a number of State legisla-
tors in Colorado. Their concern on the 
floor of the Colorado House of Rep-
resentatives was one for another eco-
nomic issue, in this case the cause of 
balancing our Federal budget. As State 
legislators, my former colleagues and 
current friends in the General Assem-
bly realize that it is important for the 
Federal Government to get its finan-
cial house in order. The State legisla-
ture recently sent to Congress a resolu-
tion that it adopted in both houses of 
the State legislature. It is a House 
Joint Resolution, 99–1016. It is based on 
a number of items. The resolution was 
drafted and offered by State Represent-
ative Penn Pfiffner from Colorado and 
also State Senator Ken Arnold from 
Adams County in Colorado. It concerns 
the General Assembly’s support for leg-
islation that would require a balanced 
Federal budget and the repayment of 
the national debt. 

They cite a number of statistics, that 
the Federal Government has accumu-
lated a $70 billion budget surplus in 
1998, the first surplus since 1969, and is 
considering policies for using that 1998 
surplus and expected surpluses for 1999 
and future years. 

The Federal Government has 
amassed a national debt of more than 
$5.7 trillion and in 1999 Federal tax dol-
lars will be used to pay $357 billion in 
interest just to the national debt. 

The costs of servicing the national 
debt have become an increasingly large 
portion of the Federal budget, rising 
from under 10 percent of the budget 
back in 1978 to 22 percent of the budget 
in 1997. 

Paying down the national debt will 
relieve future generations of the bur-
den of paying the costs of servicing the 
national debt, says the Colorado State 
General Assembly, and they are right. 

Paying down the national debt does 
not exclude the use of Federal moneys 
for tax relief or for saving Social Secu-
rity for future generations. 

Paying down the national debt will 
foster economic growth and stability. 

The American Debt Repayment Act 
which provides for budgetary reform by 
requiring a balanced Federal budget for 
each year beginning with Federal fiscal 
year 2000 and requiring a repayment of 
the entire national debt by the end of 
Federal fiscal year 2029 has been intro-
duced in both houses, here and in the 
other body across the hall. 

The Colorado General Assembly 
urges the Congress in the following 
way. It says: 

Be it resolved by the House of Rep-
resentatives of the 62nd General As-
sembly of the State of Colorado, the 
Senate concurring herein: 

Number one, that we, the members of 
the General Assembly, support the ob-
jectives of the American Debt Repay-
ment Act to pay down the national 
debt and maintain a balanced Federal 
budget; and, two, that the members of 
the General Assembly strongly urge 
the United States Congress to commit 
to a plan to repay the national debt be-
fore approving a budget resolution. 

These kinds of resolutions, Mr. 
Speaker, are important. States adopt 
these kinds of resolutions in their 
State General Assemblies on a routine 
basis. This is just one example. It is 
signed in this case by the Speaker of 
the House, Russell George, and the 
President of the Colorado State Sen-
ate, Ray Powers. These resolutions are 
taken to heart and utilized by many of 
us here in Washington. These are the 
voices of the front lines when it comes 
to government. In our strong tradition 
of federalism, we, of course, have sepa-
rated the duties and responsibilities of 
governing our great Nation into gen-
erally three levels, the local level, the 
State level and the Federal level, and I 
am one who fundamentally believes as 
the 10th amendment to the U.S. Con-
stitution suggests that it is States that 
bear the greatest responsibility in or-
ganizing and leading our societies 
through the political process. And so 
when States issue memorandum such 
as these and memorialize Congress to 
act in a certain way, Members of Con-
gress should take heed, Members of 
Congress should pay attention, Mem-
bers of Congress should respect the 
opinions of those who truly are on the 
front lines of leading our society. 
Those 50, as a Supreme Court Justice 
once observed, laboratories of democ-
racy, the States, really do understand 
the importance of a strong economy 
and a responsible Federal budget and a 
responsible Congress when it comes to 
managing the fiscal affairs of the en-
tire Nation. 

I want to jump to another subject for 
a moment. This is a much more per-
sonal one but one that is being carried 
out in a public way. I met a woman re-
cently, I was speaking at an education 
conference in the State of Florida and 
a woman after the conference came up 
and gave me her business card and gave 
me some information about a program 
that she runs, because in the discussion 
about education and looking out for 
the future and the well-being of our 
children, she has a program that she 
has initiated and is carrying out with 
great success in Florida that she told 
me about and asked me if I would not 
come to this floor at some point in 
time and share her thoughts and her 
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objectives of her program with my col-
leagues. Her name is Tina Hesse. She is 
the abstinence coordinator for the 
Brandon Crisis Pregnancy Center in 
Brandon, Florida. She is one who 
comes to this particular mission of 
hers with tremendous commitment and 
compassion. She is one who has a per-
sonal story to tell and one who found 
herself at a young age to be with child 
and her credibility on the matter is one 
that she utilizes in a very positive way 
now to reach out to a number of young 
children all across Florida and hope-
fully even tonight throughout the 
country, because when she gives her 
presentation on teen sexual abstinence 
in high schools, her message is a per-
sonal one. 

She says, and I quote, I had a teen 
pregnancy when I was in high school, 
so I know where kids are in terms of 
their contemplation of sexual activity. 

She is 31 years old now and delivers a 
very powerful message to children, pri-
marily in schools but in other settings 
as well. Her program is called ‘‘Be the 
One’’ which began as a West Palm 
Beach pregnancy center program in the 
early 1990s. Hesse said the program 
title means be the one to wait to have 
sex. 

There is a quote in an article that I 
am referencing here from the Tampa 
Tribune, May 20, 1999: 

Hillsborough Secondary Education 
Supervisor Tom Schlarbaum, who ap-
proved the abstinence program, de-
scribes Hillsborough’s present sex edu-
cation program as abstinence-based 
compared to the abstinence-only ap-
proach of ‘‘Be the One’’ but he says, 
‘‘The abstinence-only focus gives 
teachers another way to get a different 
message across.’’ In his opinion it is an 
important one. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I wanted to point 
out on the subject of welfare reform 
just how well our country has done 
since the welfare reform. 

Approximately 42 percent of the peo-
ple who were on welfare in 1994 are off 
welfare now. We kind of take it for 
granted, well, welfare reform is work-
ing, but if we go back and we look at 
the struggle we had getting common 
sense welfare reform that was compas-
sionate in that it wanted to help peo-
ple, not push anybody out the door, not 
cut off anybody’s insurance benefit or 
transportation or housing, yet at the 
same time say if you are able to work, 
you ought to be required to work. Yet 
despite that, the President vetoed the 
bill twice. The minority leader, Dick 
Gephardt, said this on the floor of the 
House in March 1995: 

‘‘A Republican welfare bill will throw 
millions of children out on the street 
without doing anything to move people 
from welfare to work.’’

b 1900 
The gentlewoman from Hawaii (Mrs. 

MINK) said on July 17, 1996, it grieves 

me to be here this evening to see the 
end of a period of almost 60 years in 
which this country’s belief in its re-
sponsibility to the poor is going to be 
shattered. This is not reform. This is 
destruction of the basic guarantees of 
our democracy. 

Here is Representative Sam Gibbons 
on the floor, March 21, 1995: If Attilla 
the Hun were alive today and elected 
to Congress, he would be delighted with 
this bill that is here before us, and 
proud to cast his vote for H.R. 4, the 
Personal Responsibility Act. It is the 
most callous, cold-hearted, just listen 
to this rhetoric, the most callous, cold-
hearted and mean-spirited attack on 
this country that I have ever seen in 
my life; just fighting that kind of irre-
sponsible rhetoric to the rolls decreas-
ing that were on welfare, people work-
ing, people feeling good about them-
selves, the teen pregnancy rates going 
down, the crime rates going down; peo-
ple like this woman who are back in 
the education system or back in the 
workforce feeling good, happy, inde-
pendent, no longer shackled by this 
government system which encourages 
dependence. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. If the gentleman re-
members, at the time when that debate 
was unfolding here on the House Floor, 
the gentleman is right that a number 
of the more liberal Members of Con-
gress, who view the government as the 
primary entity in organizing our soci-
ety, believed that the American people 
really would not rally around the cause 
of helping the poor, of helping those 
who have become dependent on a wel-
fare system, not just dependent but 
locked into a cycle of poverty that 
seemed to be never ending; that these 
liberals on the House floor who came to 
believe and approached the debate from 
the perspective that, my goodness, no-
body else will be able to stand in the 
balance. 

I appreciate the comments about the 
reduction in teen pregnancy and what 
a positive result that has had. People 
like Tina Hess have really filled the 
void where government once was 
viewed as the sole provider of these 
kinds of services. She is one who has 
found a way, through a nonprofit cor-
poration, to go into schools and deliver 
a curriculum that is helping to con-
tinue to reduce these numbers. 

Let me read one more final quote 
from one of the students. She said that 
the slides on sexually transmitted dis-
eases show students how their lives can 
become miserable. A lot of teens think 
AIDS, or STDs, sexually transmitted 
diseases, will never happen to them but 
after a presentation at a school called 
Bloomingdale last week, one student 
wrote, and I am quoting the letter from 
the student, all this talk about preg-
nancy and STDs is going to make me 
stay a virgin until I am ready. 

Now that is the kind of response that 
has really flourished throughout the 

country where those who have made 
some poor decisions, but who also take 
their role as citizens seriously, have 
managed to provide a real leadership 
role in the community to help drive 
these welfare case numbers down. It is 
remarkable. 

In States like mine out in Colorado, 
over the last 2 years there are now 50 
percent fewer families on welfare than 
there were just 2 years ago. 

Mr. KINGSTON. In the testimony of 
the people, here is a bus driver in Mil-
waukee, when welfare reform first 
started there were a lot of complaints; 
people were afraid how they would fit 
in. Everything was new and different, 
but now many people have gotten into 
it and the morale and self-esteem has 
been boosted. We can tell they feel 
good. Most of the people are happy, 
too. Look into their eyes. They are 
happy. The eyes tell no lies. 

Here is a former welfare mother: I 
could have succeeded long ago but I 
had kids and I was an over protective 
mother. I did take advantage of the 
welfare system, but now we are not liv-
ing month-to-month running out of 
food. I earn $11.49 an hour. I am still in 
poverty but I know it is not going to 
last forever. Just a total turnaround. 

Here is an article from the New York 
Times, July 27, 1998: With caseloads 
falling at a startling pace for minori-
ties as well as whites, taxpayers seem 
well satisfied with the new ethos of 
time limits and work demands, and yet 
here again going back to 1995 here was 
a quote from one of our colleagues, 
they are coming for the sick, the elder-
ly, the disabled. I say to my colleagues, 
we have the ability, the capacity, the 
power to stop this onslaught. Another 
one said that welfare reform was like 
Nazi Germany. 

So often we in our society seem to 
work ourselves up into a froth; fear of 
the unknown. What we need to do is to 
have a little more self-confidence and 
self-reliance. 

I love the story from the gentleman 
about this educator also. 

We have passed in this Congress, 
under Speaker HASTERT, the Edu-
cational Flexibility Act, which has al-
ready passed the Senate and signed by 
the President, but the ed-flex bill gives 
local school systems more control, less 
Washington micromanagement, less 
bureaucracy breathing down their 
necks. Now, even though that is suc-
cessful, we are starting it and most 
school systems say, yes, we want to 
run our show locally, we are trying to 
go a little bit further and do something 
called Straight A. What the Straight A 
program calls for is a charter between 
individual States and the Federal Gov-
ernment, and basically the Federal 
Government says that if the States 
meet certain outcomes and have high 
results, then we will free them from 
certain Federal regulations. 

My school boards in the 18 counties 
that I represent in southeast Georgia, 
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they are ready for that. They know 
they have the ability to educate chil-
dren better in Georgia than Wash-
ington can educate Georgia children. 
So they are confident about it. 

I am sure in Colorado, and I visited 
the gentleman’s people, they are full of 
that good old western pride that made 
our country so strong and they are as 
independent as anybody. I am sure 
they are going to be delighted to get 
into this Straight As program. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Absolutely. 
Our governor, Governor Bill Owens, 

is one who is looking forward to a day 
when there is greater flexibility to 
allow not only him but the rest of the 
Colorado General Assembly, and not to 
mention our school board leaders who 
are elected officials accountable di-
rectly to the people, these are the folks 
where they actually know the names of 
the students and the teachers and the 
administrators, all of these folks are 
looking forward to the day when they 
will be unleashed from the Federal 
rules and regulations that hamper 
their ability to teach children in an ef-
fective way. 

We spend billions of dollars here in 
Washington and yet for the billions we 
spend the actual proportion of Federal 
funds that actually reach a classroom 
is relatively small, somewhere on the 
order of 7, 6, sometimes as high as 9 
percent, in some needy or poorer school 
districts, but for that small, relatively 
small, portion of Federal funds that 
make up an overall classroom budget, 
the strings and the red tape and the re-
quirements and mandates attached to 
that minority of cash is overpowering. 

There are school districts in my 
State that have to hire people just to 
fill out the Federal paperwork so that 
they can get the money. 

This is money that comes to Wash-
ington. The American taxpayers are 
working hard every day and paying 
their taxes. The money comes here to 
Washington, D.C. The Congress then, 
through its formulas and so on, divvies 
up this cash in a variety of ways and 
then there is this huge bureaucracy not 
too far from where we are now that 
then goes to work on this money. By 
the time that cash makes its way back 
to Colorado and back to the State of 
Georgia and every other State in the 
Union, there is just a fraction left for 
the kids. 

That is what our Straight As pro-
posal is designed to resolve, not to 
spend more money in Washington. We 
do not need to do that. We can actually 
increase the proportion of dollars that 
make it to a child by cutting all these 
silly rules and regulations. 

I know there are people over there in 
the Department of Education who are 
nervous about this discussion, nervous 
about the debate and they oppose 
straight As, and with good reason. Our 
goal is to get rid of a lot of those peo-
ple. I will be candid and frank with the 

gentleman and with them and with the 
American people. I frankly care more 
about my children in public schools 
and all of the children of my friends 
and neighbors back in Colorado than I 
do about these people down the street 
here in the Department of Education. I 
want the money to get to the kids and 
to the teachers who know how to 
teach, rather than the bureaucrats who 
know how to provide paperwork and 
produce more headaches for commu-
nities around the country. 

This Straight As proposal, it is a big 
thing. There are 760 Federal education 
programs. The ed-flex bill that we 
passed dealt with, I think, 9 of them; 9 
significant ones. It was a big step in 
the right direction. 

To follow up, to take the next logical 
step, to show the American people that 
we are serious about moving authority 
out of Washington and empowering our 
local communities, this Straight As 
proposal is a significant one. 

I might add that we have almost 100 
cosponsors now in this Congress, in-
cluding on our side of the aisle, the Re-
publican side, every Member of that 
committee is on board, every Member 
of our Republican leadership is on 
board. It is a bipartisan bill. We have 
Democrats who are cosponsors of 
Straight As. This is a big initiative and 
an exciting one, and the gentleman is 
right, before I turn it back over to the 
gentleman, to suggest that the edu-
cation leaders in my State, and I would 
bet in the State of the gentleman also, 
and the other 48 states, are really get-
ting excited about the prospect of re-
ceiving their cash back without Fed-
eral strings attached. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I think that the 
question also on the subject of money 
is, do we want the dollars that we earn, 
that we work hard 40, 50, 60 hours a 
week for, do we want that money, 
those tax dollars, that portion of our 
income, to go to a bureaucrat in Wash-
ington or do we want it to go to a 
teacher in a classroom? 

One of the things we have been push-
ing are more dollars to the classroom, 
not tripling the bureaucracy in Wash-
ington who is micromanaging our 
school system, and I think that is im-
portant. I think the local flexibility is 
the key, though. 

In Colorado, the gentleman certainly 
had the big tragedy in Littleton that 
we are all aggrieved about, but we need 
to ask ourselves, maybe Washington is, 
in fact, part of the problem. Maybe 
pushing large, impersonal schools, 
where the teachers do not know the 
students as well, maybe the teachers 
are afraid to question kids who are act-
ing suspicious or odd or peculiar be-
cause they are afraid of being sued 
themselves, and this kind of atmos-
phere really has been fostered by this 
large centralized government that has 
grown in the last 10 years in our coun-
try. 

If people could run their own commu-
nities, their own schools and their own 
lives, I think we would have a much 
better society. 

It is interesting, while this adminis-
tration rushes out after the Littleton 
tragedy to pass more gun control laws, 
they have completely ignored the fact 
that last year there were only 8 pros-
ecutions for possession or discharge of 
a firearm in a school zone, and only 8 
prosecutions for possession of a hand-
gun or ammunition by a juvenile, and 6 
prosecutions for the transfer of a hand-
gun or ammunition to a juvenile. 

As the gentleman knows, in Littleton 
23 existing gun control laws were bro-
ken. We have all of these on the books, 
but this administration is not pros-
ecuting. What a difference it would 
make if they would prosecute. We do 
not know how it would have affected 
Littleton, but we do know that there 
are a lot of laws on the books that this 
administration, this Justice Depart-
ment, has chosen not to enforce. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Right. 
Mr. KINGSTON. I think it could 

make a tremendous difference. 
Mr. SCHAFFER. The whole theme 

here is one of local government. Local 
government is the closest to the peo-
ple, the most accountable to those who 
are paying the taxes, and all three of 
these topics that we have discussed 
here really center around the theme of 
local authority and the notion that 
centralizing power and decision-mak-
ing in Washington is a recipe for fail-
ure. 

Going back to the welfare issue, 
when the debate took place on whether 
to reform the welfare system, the gen-
tleman is right, there are people who 
said we cannot watch Washington give 
this authority up; it will hurt people. 

We are seeing now in the debate on 
education reform the exact same dy-
namics. People here in Washington are 
saying, wait a minute; we cannot cut 
the Federal bureaucracy in Wash-
ington. That will hurt schools. 

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman 
will stop there. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Sure. 
Mr. KINGSTON. This particular 

president has been very wise in appeal-
ing to the population of the country. 
He talks about less Washington power 
and welfare reform, even though he ve-
toed the bill twice. He talks about 
more control of education locally. Now, 
unfortunately, we know, after 7 years 
that he does not always do what he 
says he is going to do, but maybe all 
politicians are that way, at least a lit-
tle bit.

b 1915 

But it is interesting that members of 
his party are often out of step with 
what he is in fact saying himself. 

In a case in point, in social security, 
we had a long debate about the lockbox 
concept, and the concept of a lockbox 
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is so that the Federal government 
would quit mixing social security funds 
for peoples’ retirement with operating 
expenses to run government agencies. 
We passed that after a long debate. 
There were a lot of procedural tactics 
to keep the bill off the floor, but once 
it got on the floor it was passed on an 
overwhelmingly bipartisan basis. 

It went to the Senate, which up until 
this week has not moved on the bill 
and had no plans to move on it until 
the President finally came around and 
said it. But it is that fear, the fear-
mongering that we hear over and over 
again. It is the same people saying the 
same irresponsible things to scare 
America’s educators, America’s chil-
dren, America’s seniors, the environ-
ment, and whatever. It is just a fear-
mongering tactic. 

Somehow, once we get through there, 
it is not as bad as they thought, for 
some reason. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. It is the culture of 
Washington that suggests to all of us 
here when we become a Member of Con-
gress that no one in America can lead 
a successful life without somebody 
from the Federal government getting 
involved in their day-to-day affairs. 

The gentleman and I came here as 
part of a new Republican majority to 
throw that type of mentality out of the 
city. It is taking a long time. That 
mentality that I just described has 
deep roots in this town. But systemati-
cally, day by day, we are proving them 
wrong. We are showing that trusting 
the American people is a recipe for suc-
cess, and we are seeing it now with an 
economy that is just cruising along 
and doing extraordinarily well. We are 
seeing that now with a discussion on 
the House floor and over in the White 
House about what to do with surplus 
revenues, if Members can imagine that. 

We are now talking about millions of 
Americans who are no longer depend-
ent on the welfare system because we 
trusted local and State governments 
and the ingenuity of the American peo-
ple to pull themselves up by their boot-
straps. We just helped the Federal gov-
ernment get out of the way. That 
works. 

Listen to this quote, going back to 
the welfare discussion for a moment. 
‘‘The AFDC world is very insular.’’ I 
am reading a quote from a high school 
counselor in Milwaukee, AFDC being 
the Aid to Families With Dependent 
Children program, which is really one 
of the primary programs in welfare. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Which incidentally 
is now temporary aid to needy families. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. He says the AFDC 
world was very insular. ‘‘I don’t think 
people left their neighborhoods. Now 
we are seeing a lot of mobility, people 
getting out more, families having a lot 
more exposure to services, like coun-
seling and parenting classes. It seems 
like everywhere I go there is a sense of 
business in the streets, a lot of activ-
ity.’’ 

For a high school guidance counselor 
to make these observations in Mil-
waukee tells us where he is making 
these observations. He is seeing this in 
his children that he is serving. He is 
seeing this in the neighborhoods, where 
education becomes the important order 
of the day. 

I think the message of this high 
school guidance counselor and others 
who make these same observations is a 
message that needs to be told at the 
time we are debating education reform. 
It is the next step. If welfare reform 
worked by getting the Federal govern-
ment out of the way, by empowering 
States, empowering local communities, 
and treating Americans like Americans 
again, perhaps we ought to try the 
same thing when it comes to schools: 
Get the Federal government and its 760 
Federal programs out of the way, and 
let those principals and administrators 
and locally-elected school board mem-
bers and teachers and parents do what 
they know how to do, which is teach 
children and care about them and build 
strong communities. 

Mr. KINGSTON. I think it has 
worked for welfare reform, and we need 
to, I think, be bold in our initiatives 
with social security, with Medicare, 
with tax relief, and all of our other 
issues that we are dealing with in this 
Congress. 

The agenda, as the gentleman knows, 
that we are working on under the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Speaker 
HASTERT) is the BEST agenda. 

B is for building a strong military, 
one that can fight a war on two fronts, 
defend our country, one that is ready 
and modernized and has a good quality 
of life for the soldiers; E, E is for edu-
cation, local control, excellence in edu-
cation; S is for saving social security; 
and T is for lowering taxes through 
spending reductions and through rev-
enue that does not go to social secu-
rity. 

One of the interesting things on the 
tax relief is that right now Federal 
taxes currently consume 21 percent of 
America’s gross domestic product, the 
highest percentage in the history of 
our country. 

Last year tax revenues grew by about 
9 percent, and the average American 
now works 129 days in order to pay off 
their total tax bill. This is an all-time 
high. When the gentleman and I were 
raised, our parents, say in the fifties, 
paid 5 percent Federal income tax on 
average. In the 1970s it was 16 percent. 
Today it is 25 percent Federal income 
taxes. 

What is really telling to me is that 
individuals and families who are earn-
ing $50,000 a year pay about 82 percent 
of the total Federal income tax rev-
enue. Let me repeat that. Individuals 
and families earning $50,000, and I sus-
pect that would probably be about 90 
percent of the people who watch C–
Span, they are paying 82 percent of the 

total income revenue, income tax reve-
nues to the Federal government. That 
is a huge disproportionate tax burden. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. They are over-
paying, too. The interesting thing 
about Washington, and what may frus-
trate many of these taxpayers who are 
working hard and know where every 
dollar of their income goes and where 
their taxes hurt, I turned on the news 
yesterday and discovered that the 
President of the United States woke up 
yesterday and found $1 trillion laying 
around, discovered that there is $1 tril-
lion in additional surplus revenue that 
the Federal government has all of a 
sudden found. 

That is a great thing, I think. What 
it shows is that the economy was even 
stronger than they realized over at the 
White House; that the entrepreneurial 
spirit of the American people is even 
more inspired than perhaps the White 
House gave it credit for. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me say this 
about that surplus that people often 
are missing in Washington. That sur-
plus is projected on unrealistic spend-
ing restraints. We can say, we are 
going to have this surplus, but that is 
making a huge, a huge assumption that 
we are going to continue on a very 
moderate spending path which the gen-
tleman and I know every day a new 
special interest group comes to us and 
says, break these spending caps, spend 
more than projected. 

To me, that is one thing that is 
wrong with the surplus. The other 
thing is, as the gentleman has already 
pointed out, it makes a big assumption 
that the economy is going to continue 
to roll along at the current rate.

Mr. SCHAFFER. That is right. In 
order to make that happen and to en-
courage that kind of economic growth, 
the kind that we have experienced over 
the last 6 years, we have to make sure 
we do the right things that help foster 
economic growth. 

I want to ask the gentleman, just in 
terms of speculation and knowing the 
nature of the city, when there are 
extra dollars laying around, whether 
they are real or perceived extra dollars, 
can the gentleman define for the House 
what the gentleman thinks the debate 
will be over the next few months or 
years around this $1 trillion surplus 
that the President tripped over yester-
day and accidentally discovered? 

What does the gentleman think will 
happen next on the House floor? Does 
the gentleman think we will have the 
courage to give that money back to the 
taxpayers? 

Mr. KINGSTON. There is a double-
edged sword to bragging about the sur-
plus. Number one, when we go out and 
talk about the surplus, we feel good po-
litically because we say, look, some of 
our policies have worked, and for the 
first time since 1969 when Woodstock 
was held at Yasgur’s farm, the budget 
now is balanced, or it is not in deficit. 
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There is still this huge Federal debt, 
but just the annual spending is not a 
deficit. So there is a political punch to 
Democrats and Republicans about it. 

But the down side is that we are also 
sending a signal out to the special in-
terest groups that, hey, there is plenty 
of money here, come and get it, and 
wink wink, nobody will mind if we 
break our spending caps, the bipartisan 
budget agreement of 1997, because we 
have new money, and no one likes new 
money better than Washington’s spe-
cial interest groups. 

I am a member of the Committee on 
Appropriations, but it is not unique to 
us at all. Every single day a new group 
comes up and asks us to break that 
spending cap, that 1997 agreement. 
There are legitimate concerns. It is not 
just coming up with frivolous things, it 
is just that hey, we have legitimate 
concerns, and do we really have to go 
back and do the hard work of rein-
venting government or reinventing the 
status quo and figure out a better way 
to build a mousetrap? Can’t you just 
give us more money this year? We hear 
it from health care, from education, 
from all kind of government bureauc-
racies. 

I am very, very concerned that that 
anticipated surplus is not going to be 
as large as we want it to be because we 
are going to use it as an excuse to relax 
our austerity. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. That is actually the 
point I wanted to make, because I do 
not care who we are, whether we are a 
liberal over there in the White House 
or on the other side from where we 
stand, we do not just find $1 trillion 
laying around. We either know it was 
there, or maybe a portion of it. We just 
do not magically wake up one day and 
discover, hey, we have $1 trillion more 
cash than we thought. 

The point I was intending to get to 
here is this: That waving that $1 tril-
lion surplus figure around to the Amer-
ican people really does send the green 
light, it sends the go signal to all of 
the lobbyists, all of the special inter-
ests, and even to many Members of this 
very Congress that, start smiling, it is 
time to spend again. We have money 
laying around. 

We really do not have huge piles of 
cash laying around Washington, D.C. 
There are lots of games and lots of ma-
nipulations that go into bragging 
about the size of this debt. 

There is no question that over the 
past few years, since the Republicans 
have taken over the control of Con-
gress, we have slowed the rate of 
growth in Federal budgeting. We have 
done so to the extent that we have al-
lowed the economy to catch up with us. 
But we do not have the trillions and 
trillions of dollars laying around Wash-
ington, D.C. to begin to start cele-
brating and spending. 

Mr. KINGSTON. The odd part is, and 
just in a personal home, it is fun to buy 

a new boat or a new car. I have had one 
new car in my life, and I have never 
owned a new boat, so I really do not 
know the feeling, but I know it is a lot 
more fun to buy maybe a new TV or a 
new stereo than it is to buy a new drier 
or to get a new set of tires for your car. 

In politics it is the same way, it is 
far more glamorous and sexy to go out 
and create a new government arts pro-
gram or a new program for some spe-
cial interest group that is going to help 
a limited number of people but it is 
going to sound real good to all, and we 
rush out and do that rather than pay 
down the debt. 

With a $5.4 trillion debt, I strongly 
urge, and I know the gentleman has 
been fighting for it, that we include 
not just debt service but debt payment 
in every budget that we have. We 
should have, and last year our col-
league, Mark Neumann, advocated I 
think it was a 25-year budget debt pay-
down that would have paid off the na-
tional debt I think by the year 2025, or 
maybe even sooner than that. 

That should be the center of the de-
bate, not what are we going to do with 
this new money. 

That debt right now, we do pay inter-
est on it, and that interest I think is 
something like I believe $500 per per-
son, so a family of four pays about 
$2,000 a year in taxes servicing the na-
tional debt. That is $2,000 a year that 
could be used for college tuition, for 
groceries, for a vacation, for a couple 
of months of house payments. 

That money is absolutely gone to the 
bondholders. It does not buy better 
education, better health care, better 
national security, it is just gone. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. People in Wash-
ington like to take the credit for the 
strong economy and take credit for 
balancing the budget, and we deserve 
some credit, I think. As I mentioned, 
we did slow the rate of growth in Fed-
eral budgeting over the last 6 years. 
That has allowed the economy to catch 
up. But the American people are the 
ones that really deserve the credit. 

We can help in a number of ways. 
There are many people here in Wash-
ington who believe that we were wrong 
to cut taxes over the last couple of 
years. We reduced the capital gains 
tax, we reduced inheritance taxes, we 
managed to provide a $500 per child tax 
credit. There are an assortment of 
other taxes that we managed to knock 
down just a little bit. 

We have not repealed them or pulled 
back the overall tax rate nearly as 
much as we can and perhaps should. 
But those people who criticized us for 
trying to reduce the tax burden and 
provide tax relief are also wrong, be-
cause what we found was that by leav-
ing more cash back home in the hands 
and pockets of those people who earn 
it, we have inspired those individuals 
to become more productive with their 
own capital, with their own wealth. 

They have created more jobs. They 
have made wiser investments.

b 1930 

It is, in fact, that heightened level of 
economic activity that is saving the 
country today. That is the reason we 
balanced the budget. That is the reason 
the President believes that, if those 
American people continue to do the 
same things, make the same wise in-
vestments, perform strong economi-
cally as they have been, over the next 
15 years, that there will be the surplus. 

But it really means for us, I think, 
that we need to find more ways to ease 
the burden on American families and 
American business owners and people 
who are creating wealth and continue 
to shrink this government. Those are 
the assumptions the President has 
built into his numbers, but I do not be-
lieve that he has the commitment that 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. KING-
STON) and I do and the rest of the Re-
publican majority to actually stick to 
those budget caps and actually see the 
surplus grow.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, we do 
not see any signs of it in the rhetoric 
that we are going to stick with this bi-
partisan agreement that everybody 
signed off on. 

But to get back in terms of tax re-
duction, one of the big problems, and 
the gentleman from Colorado knows 
the expression, I think it is attributed 
to Jesse James, but I am not sure, 
‘‘Why do you rob banks?’’ ‘‘Because 
that is where the money is.’’ Why do 
the rich get tax reductions? Because 
they are the ones paying the taxes. 

Now, I know that is real hard to ac-
cept when one builds political careers 
on class warfare and class division, as 
many politicians do. But the reality is, 
if one wants to give tax relief, one has 
got to give it also to the people who 
are paying the big taxes. 

As I pointed out before, households 
earning more than $50,000 are paying 82 
percent of the income taxes right now. 
We have got to let them have some tax 
relief. But what is the benefit of that? 
Job creation. The entrepreneurs that 
the gentleman is talking about. 

Ted Turner in Georgia makes a tre-
mendous amount of money. Do my col-
leagues know what, in schools all over 
America, they should be teaching kids 
how they want to be an entrepreneur, 
they want to grow, they want to have 
capitalization, they want to be inde-
pendent. 

Now, not everybody is going to do 
that, be able to do that, and we want to 
have all kinds of jobs and options for 
people. We want to help those who 
never will be independent. But the re-
ality is, let us do not punish Ted Turn-
er when he gets to be where he is. 

I mean, has it been good for the state 
of Georgia and Atlanta for CNN to be 
located there? Absolutely yes. Is it 
good, all those jobs? Yes. Are those 
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people also, many of them who work 
for him, wealthy? Yes. Is that good? 
Yes. They buy lots of shoes and cars 
and stereos. They spend all kinds of 
money which creates jobs in Atlanta, 
Georgia. 

But we go at this thing with the my-
opic that they are rich. It can only be 
attributed to luck, not hard work and 
enterprise. Therefore, there is an injus-
tice about it, and we have got to pun-
ish them for being rich. We hear that 
over and over again. 

But in this time of the surplus and 
the surplus, not all of it is coming from 
Social Security, but Americans are 
paying about $500 a year more than the 
government needs to operate. 

Now, I do not know anybody who 
likes overpaying a bill. I do not care 
who it is, if it is Bill Gates or the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. SCHAFFER), 
nobody like overpaying. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. That is right. 
Mr. KINGSTON. So one are over-

paying one’s taxes by $500 more a year 
if one is an average family than we 
need in this room, in this Chamber, in 
this Congress to operate one’s govern-
ment with. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. It was Willie Sut-
ton, by the way. Willie Sutton was the 
bank robber who told the judge, when 
the judge asked, ‘‘Why do you rob 
banks?’’

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, is the 
gentleman from Colorado intimate 
with bank robbers? How does he know 
these fine things? 

Mr. SCHAFFER. I remember that. It 
was Willie Sutton. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, I only remem-
ber Shakespeare and Winston Church-
ill, so the gentleman can correct me 
any time on bank robbers. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I re-
member that in particular because 
there is another Willie in this town 
who looks at obtaining cash in much 
the same way. When asked why he pre-
fers taxes to be high rather than low 
and why he prefers additional spending 
rather than less, the answer is much 
the same way. We are going to con-
tinue to tax the American people $500 
more than they need to be paying be-
cause that is where the money is. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I know 
the gentleman has heard the old story 
about the man is driving down the road 
and sees a pig, and three of the pig’s 
legs are wrapped up in bandages. Actu-
ally, he has three wooden legs. He says, 
what is the story about this pig. 

He says, oh, that pig is a magic pig. 
It has really done a lot. He said, one 
time the family was burning, the House 
was burning, and that pig ran in and 
pulled us all out of bed and saved the 
entire family. Another time, my son 
was drowning, that pig dove in the 
lake, swam out there and picked him 
up and kept him from drowning and 
pulled him back from shore. On an-
other occasion, my little girl was in an 

automobile accident, and the car was 
burning, and the pig leaped through 
the window and pulled her out and 
saved her. 

The guy from the city said, well, that 
is amazing. That is a remarkable pig. 
But tell me, what about the bandages. 

He said, well, it is obvious. You do 
not eat a pig like that all at once. 

That is what the government is doing 
to the American entrepreneur, the 
American small business person, and 
the hard-working taxpayer in general, 
just grinding them down. 

Some statistics that I wanted to say, 
the Census Bureau says that the aver-
age household now pays $9,445 in Fed-
eral income taxes, which is twice as 
much as it was in 1985. The typical 
American family pays more in taxes 
than we spend on food, clothing, hous-
ing, and transportation combined. It is 
very similar to the story. You just do 
not eat a pig like that all at once, you 
grind them down. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, the 
people who have the most at stake in 
this debate really are those American 
families earning less than $50,000. They 
already pay above 82 percent of the 
overall tax burden, and they constitute 
91 percent of incomes. 

When we talk about providing tax re-
lief, trying to ease the burden on these 
very individuals, it will be the Demo-
crats on the other side of the aisle that 
will come up here to these podiums and 
try to suggest that we are trying to re-
duce taxes on only the wealthy. Well, 
it is not the wealthy. It is 91 percent of 
all income taxes and 82 percent of the 
total burden being paid by those who 
earned $50,000 or less. 

I received a letter from a woman in 
Fort Collins who understands this full 
well. She says in one paragraph in this 
letter that she sent me, a woman from 
Fort Collins, Colorado, she says, ‘‘Al-
though my family is not wealthy, it 
makes sense to me to give the extra 
money back to the people who paid it.’’ 

I think that she accurately sums up 
the sentiment of most Americans if we 
ask, where should this tax relief go? 
Where should this overpayment and 
cash revenues go? It should go back to 
those who overpaid. 

Eighty-two percent of the taxpayers 
in America are those earning $50,000 or 
less, and those are the ones that we 
think deserve their money back. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I know 
that the gentleman’s time is about to 
expire, so I will just close with this, 
that, again, under the leadership of 
Speaker Hastert, we are working on 
what we call the Best agenda. Again, 
the B is for the best, strongest mili-
tary. E is for excellence in education. S 
is for saving Social Security. And T is 
for reducing taxes. 

We are making a lot of progress. This 
year, for the first year in many years, 
the appropriations bills will be passed 
out of the House ahead of the cycle, 

ahead of the calendar, and we are mak-
ing a lot of progress. 

I appreciate the gentleman from Col-
orado allowing me to share some of his 
time tonight, and I look forward to 
working with him in the balance of the 
year. 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman from Georgia 
in joining this special order. America 
is good, not so much because of the 
Congress or our laws or things here in 
Washington. America is a great coun-
try because of the people and because 
of the philosophy of life that we have 
here in the United States. It is that 
philosophy and those people that we in 
order to honor more by not talking so 
much about growing Washington, but 
by shrinking the power of the Federal 
Government and encouraging and 
strengthen the lot of the American 
people. 

f 

TO MODIFY DUTY-FREE TREAT-
MENT UNDER GENERALIZED 
SYSTEM OF PREFERENCES AND 
FOR OTHER PURPOSES—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
NO. 106– ) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

COOKSEY) laid before the House the fol-
lowing message from the President of 
the United States; which was read and, 
together with the accompanying pa-
pers, without objection, referred to the 
Committee on Ways and Means and or-
dered to be printed:
To the Congress of the United States: 

The Generalized System of Pref-
erences (GSP) offers duty-free treat-
ment to specified products that are im-
ported from designated beneficiary de-
veloping countries. The GSP is author-
ized by title V of the Trade Act of 1974, 
as amended. 

I have determined, based on a consid-
eration of the eligibility criteria in 
title V, that Gabon and Mongolia 
should be added to the list of bene-
ficiary developing countries under the 
GSP. 

I have also determined that the sus-
pension of preferential treatment for 
Mauritania as a beneficiary developing 
country under the GSP, as reported in 
my letters to the Speaker of the House 
and President of the Senate of June 25, 
1993, should be ended. I had determined 
to suspend Mauritania from the GSP 
because Mauritania had not taken or 
was not taking steps to afford inter-
nationally recognized worker rights. I 
have determined that circumstances in 
Mauritania have changed and that, 
based on a consideration of the eligi-
bility criteria in title V, preferential 
treatment under the GSP for Mauri-
tania as a least-developed beneficiary 
developing country should be restored. 

This message is submitted in accord-
ance with the requirements of title V 
of the Trade Act of 1974. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
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THE WHITE HOUSE, June 30, 1999. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 7 o’clock and 40 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair.

f 

b 1018

AFTER RECESS 

The recess have expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. DREIER) at 10 o’clock and 
18 minutes p.m. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 775, 
THE Y2K ACT 

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 106–213) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 234) waiving certain points of 
order against the conference report on 
the bill (H.R. 775) to establish certain 
procedures for civil actions brought for 
damages relating to the failure of any 
device or system to process or other-
wise deal with the transition from the 
year 1999 to the year 2000, and for other 
purposes, which was referred to the 
House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 10, FINANCIAL SERVICES 
ACT OF 1999

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 106–214) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 235) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 10) to enhance competi-
tion in the financial services industry 
by providing a prudential framework 
for the affiliation of banks, securities 
firms, and other financial service pro-
viders, and for other purposes, which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR ADJOURNMENT OF 
HOUSE AND SENATE FOR INDE-
PENDENCE DAY WORK PERIOD 

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 106–215) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 236) providing for consideration of 
a concurrent resolution providing for 
adjournment of the House and Senate 
for the Independence Day district work 
period, which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. BAIRD, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. PEASE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. MICA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, for 5 

minutes, today.

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 19 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, July 1, 1999, at 10 
a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2799. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting notification concerning the Depart-
ment of the Navy’s Proposed Letter(s) of 
Offer and Acceptance (LOA) to Egypt for de-
fense articles and services (Transmittal No. 
99–21), pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on International Relations. 

2800. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the annual report concerning 
defense articles that were licensed for export 
under section 38 of the Arms Export Control 
Act during Fiscal Year 1998; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

2801. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Schedule of Fees for Consular Services, De-
partment of State and Overseas Embassies 
and Consulates—received May 25, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on International Relations. 

2802. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Boeing Model 767 Series Airplanes 
[Docket No. 97–NM–51–AD; Amendment 39–
11185; AD 99–11–14] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received 
June 4, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

2803. A letter from the Senior Attorney, 
Federal Highway Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule—Credit Assistance 

for Surface Transportation Projects [OST 
Docket No. OST–99–5728] (RIN: 2125–AE49) re-
ceived May 27, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

2804. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Boeing Model 747–400 Series Air-
planes Powered by Pratt & Whitney PW4000 
Engines [Docket No. 97–NM–89–AD; Amend-
ment 39–11183; AD 99–11–12] (RIN: 2120–AA64) 
received June 4, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

2805. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; General Electric Aircraft Engines 
CF34 Series Turbofan Engines [Docket No. 
98–ANE–19–AD; Amendment 39–11179; AD 99–
11–08] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received June 4, 1999, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

2806. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Boeing Model 747 Series Airplanes 
[Docket No. 98–NM–223–AD; Amendment 39–
11186; AD 99–11–15] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received 
June 4, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

2807. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Cessna Aircraft Company Model 
402C Airplanes [Docket No. 99–CE–21–AD; 
Amendment 39–11184; AD 99–11–13] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received June 4, 1999, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

2808. A letter from the Chief, Regs and 
Admin Law, USCG, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Drawbridge Operation Regulations; 
Lake Champlain, NY & VT [CGD01–98–032] 
(RIN: 2115–AE47) received May 27, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

2809. A letter from the Chief, Regs and 
Admin Law, USCG, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Safety Zone: Chelsea Street Bridge 
Fender System Repair, Chelsea River, Chel-
sea, MA [CGD1–99–053] (RIN: 2115–AA97) re-
ceived May 27, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

2810. A letter from the Chief, Regs and 
Admin Law, USCG, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Drawbridge Operating Regulation; 
Falgout Canal, LA [CGD08–99–035] received 
May 27, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

2811. A letter from the Chief, Regs and 
Admin Law, USCG, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Drawbridge Operating Regulation; 
Massalina Bayou, Florida [CGD08–99–033] 
(RIN: 2115–AE47) received May 27, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

2812. A letter from the Chief, Regs and 
Admin Law, USCG, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Drawbridge Operating Regulation; 
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Muskingum River, Ohio [CGD08–99–020] (RIN: 
2115–AE47) received May 27, 1999, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

2813. A letter from the Chief, Regs and 
Admin Law, USCG, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Drawbridge Operation Regulation; Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway, Harvey Canal, LA 
[CGD08–99–029] received May 27, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

2814. A letter from the Chief, Regs and 
Admin Law, USCG, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Mandatory Ship Reporting Systems 
[USCG–1999–5525] (RIN: 2115–AF82) received 
May 27, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

2815. A letter from the Chief, Regs and 
Admin Law, USCG, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Anchorage Ground; Safety Zone; Speed 
Limit; Tongass Narrows and Ketchikan, AK 
[CGD17–99–002] (RIN: 2115–AF81) received 
May 27, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

2816. A letter from the Chief, Regs and 
Admin Law, USCG, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Safety Zone; San Pedro Bay, CA [COTP 
Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA; 99–003] (RIN: 
2115–AA97) received May 27, 1999, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure.

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows:

Mr. DREIER: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 234. Resolution waiving points of 
order against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 775) to establish cer-
tain procedures for civil actions brought for 
damages relating to the failure of any device 
or system to process or otherwise deal with 
the transition from the year 1999 to the year 
2000, and for other purposes (Rept. 106–213). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. SESSIONS: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 235. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 10) to en-
hance competition in the financial services 
industry by providing a prudential frame-
work for the affiliation of banks, securities 
firms, and other financial service providers, 
and for other purposes. (Rept. 106–214). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 236. Resolution providing 
for consideration of a concurrent resolution 
providing for adjournment of the House and 
Senate for the Independence Day district 
work period (Rept. 106–215). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. DEAL of Georgia (for himself, 
Mr. BOYD, Ms. DUNN, Mr. TURNER, Mr. 
PETERSON of Pennsylvania, and Mr. 
THOMPSON of California): 

H.R. 2389. A bill to restore stability and 
predictability to the annual payments made 

to States and counties containing National 
Forest System lands and public domain 
lands managed by the Bureau of Land Man-
agement for use by the counties for the ben-
efit of public schools, roads, and other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture, and 
in addition to the Committee on Resources, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. MARTINEZ (for himself, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 
PAYNE, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. SCOTT, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. 
FATTAH, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. 
KIND, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. FORD, Mr. 
KUCINICH, and Mr. WU): 

H.R. 2390. A bill to amend the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to cre-
ate small, manageable, accountable class-
rooms with qualified teachers; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce, and 
in addition to the Committee on Armed 
Services, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. JACKSON of Illinois (for him-
self, Mr. NORWOOD, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, 
Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. 
UNDERWOOD, Mr. WU, Mr. SANDERS, 
Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. THOMP-
SON of Mississippi, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. 
FILNER, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mrs. 
MEEK of Florida, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. FORD, 
Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, 
Ms. LEE, Ms. PELOSI, Ms. KILPATRICK, 
Mr. SCOTT, Ms. NORTON, Mr. CLAY, 
Mr. OWENS, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. 
PAYNE, Mr. WYNN, Mr. RUSH, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 
PASTOR, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Ms. BROWN of 
Florida, Ms. WATERS, Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELO, Mr. BISHOP, Ms. CARSON, 
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. REYES, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. DIXON, Mr. 
FATTAH, Mr. WATT of North Carolina, 
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. NADLER, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
LANTOS, Ms. KAPTUR, Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. FRANK of 
Massachusetts, Mr. ORTIZ, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, and Mr. 
BECERRA): 

H.R. 2391. A bill to establish a National 
Center for Research on Domestic Health Dis-
parities; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. TALENT (for himself, Mr. 
BARTLETT of Maryland, Mrs. KELLY, 
and Ms. VELÁZQUEZ): 

H.R. 2392. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to extend the authorization for the 
Small Business Innovation Research Pro-
gram, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Small Business, and in addition to 
the Committee on Science, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. BAIRD: 
H.R. 2393. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide disaster relief 
for homeowners; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. CHAMBLISS: 
H.R. 2394. A bill to provide wage parity for 

certain Department of Defense prevailing 
rate employees in Georgia; to the Committee 
on Government Reform. 

By Mr. COMBEST (for himself, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, 
Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. EWING, Mr. SCHAF-
FER, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. LUCAS of 
Oklahoma, Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr. ROE-
MER, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 
THORNBERRY, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. 
JENKINS, Mr. THUNE, Mr. OSE, Mr. 
DICKEY, and Mr. LAHOOD): 

H.R. 2395. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Market Transition Act to extend through fis-
cal year 2002 the authority for the advance 
payment, in full, of the payments required 
under production flexibility contracts; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. CUNNINGHAM (for himself, Mr. 
GOSS, Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, 
Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr. ISTOOK, 
Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. 
PITTS, Mr. COLLINS, Mr. RILEY, Mr. 
PAUL, Mr. GARY MILLER of California, 
and Mr. TIAHRT): 

H.R. 2396. A bill to provide that the Davis-
Bacon Act shall not apply to contracts for 
the construction and repair of schools and li-
braries; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Mr. GEP-
HARDT, Ms. NORTON, Mr. COSTELLO, 
Mr. GEJDENSON, Mrs. MALONEY of 
New York, Ms. PELOSI, Mrs. LOWEY, 
Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. GEORGE MILLER 
of California, Mr. OLVER, Ms. KAP-
TUR, Mr. FROST, Mr. BRADY of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. STARK, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, Mr. NADLER, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. MCNULTY, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 
Texas, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. LUTHER, 
Mr. LANTOS, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. 
ALLEN, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. MALONEY 
of Connecticut, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. 
BALDACCI, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr. BROWN 
of Ohio, Mr. MEEHAN, Ms. ESHOO, Mrs. 
MINK of Hawaii, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. 
BONIOR, Mr. SHOWS, Mrs. JONES of 
Ohio, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. KENNEDY of 
Rhode Island, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Ms. MCKINNEY, 
Mr. WYNN, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. WEINER, Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. 
DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
FORD, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. 
SHERMAN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. ROTH-
MAN, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. BORSKI, 
Mr. PHELPS, Mr. COYNE, Mr. HOYER, 
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. CONYERS, 
Mr. PALLONE, Ms. LEE, Mr. PASTOR, 
Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. 
BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. VENTO, Ms. 
CARSON, Mr. MOORE, Mr. CUMMINGS, 
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. KLECZKA, Ms. BERK-
LEY, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. 
FILNER, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, 
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr. 
FARR of California, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, 
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. BAIRD, 
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. LARSON, Ms. 
HOOLEY of Oregon, Mrs. MEEK of 
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Florida, Ms. WATERS, Mr. BARRETT of 
Wisconsin, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. OBER-
STAR, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. WATT of North 
Carolina, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HOLT, Mr. WU, 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. RUSH, Mr. 
DEUTSCH, Ms. LOFGREN, and Mr. CLY-
BURN): 

H.R. 2397. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to provide more effec-
tive remedies to victims of discrimination in 
the payment of wages on the basis of sex, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. DELAY: 
H.R. 2398. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to clarify certain existing 
limitations on private business use of facili-
ties financed with tax-exempt bonds; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GEKAS: 
H.R. 2399. A bill to establish a commission 

to recommend a strategy for the global 
eradication of disease; to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut: 
H.R. 2400. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to modify the low-income 
housing credit; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. LAZIO (for himself, Mr. LEACH, 
Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. 
MALONEY of Connecticut, and Mr. 
SHERMAN): 

H.R. 2401. A bill to amend the U.S. Holo-
caust Assets Commission Act of 1998 to ex-
tend the period by which the final report is 
due and to authorize additional funding; to 
the Committee on Banking and Financial 
Services. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky (for him-
self, Mr. ENGLISH, Ms. DUNN, Mr. 
CAMP, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. HAYWORTH, 
Mr. PAUL, and Mrs. NORTHUP): 

H.R. 2402. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to establish a 15-year re-
covery period for franchise property, to pro-
vide a shorter recovery period for the depre-
ciation of certain leasehold improvements, 
to allow capital gain treatment on the trans-
fer of a franchise in connection with the 
transfer of an existing business, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. MANZULLO: 
H.R. 2403. A bill to provide for payment in 

December 1999 of Social Security benefits 
otherwise payable in January 2000; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MURTHA: 
H.R. 2404. A bill to protect the privacy of 

individuals by ensuring the confidentiality 
of information contained in their medical 
records and health-care-related information, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee 
on the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Ms. PELOSI (for herself, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. 
BENTSEN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BONIOR, 
Mr. BORSKI, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. 
DELAHUNT, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DIXON, 
Ms. ESHOO, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. 
FARR of California, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. FROST, 
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 

HINCHEY, Mr. HORN, Mr. JACKSON of 
Illinois, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, 
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mrs. 
JONES of Ohio, Mrs. KELLY, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Ms. LOFGREN, Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs. 
MALONEY of New York, Mr. MATSUI, 
Mr. MEEHAN, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. 
NADLER, Ms. NORTON, Mr. OLVER, Ms. 
RIVERS, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. SERRANO, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, Mr. STARK, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. 
THOMPSON of California, Mr. TOWNS, 
Ms. WATERS, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 
WEINER, Mr. WEXLER, Ms. WOOLSEY, 
and Mr. WYNN): 

H.R. 2405. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to promote activities for 
the prevention of additional cases of infec-
tion with the virus commonly known as HIV; 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. COYNE, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. CARDIN, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. NEAL of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. JEFFER-
SON, Mr. TANNER, Mr. BECERRA, Mrs. 
THURMAN, Mr. DOGGETT, and Mr. 
REYES): 

H.R. 2406. A bill to reauthorize the Trade 
Adjustment Assistance program through fis-
cal year 2001; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Ms. RIVERS: 
H.R. 2407. A bill to amend the Toxic Sub-

stances Control Act to establish certain re-
quirements regarding the approval of facili-
ties for the disposal of polychlorinated 
biphenyls, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

H.R. 2408. A bill to require the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency to prescribe a rule that prohibits the 
importation for disposal of polychlorinated 
biphenyls at concentrations of 50 parts per 
million or greater; to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

By Mr. RODRIGUEZ: 
H.R. 2409. A bill to amend the National 

Trails System Act to designate El Camino 
Real de los Tejas as a National Historic 
Trail; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. ROGAN (for himself, Mr. TRAFI-
CANT, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. JEFFERSON, 
Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. GRAHAM, Mrs. 
BONO, and Mr. CANNON): 

H.R. 2410. A bill to amend the Safe and 
Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act of 
1994 to earmark not less than $150,000,000 for 
grants to reduce drug-related transactions 
and drug use in the one-mile areas sur-
rounding elementary and secondary schools; 
to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

By Mr. ROYCE: 
H.R. 2411. A bill to abolish the Department 

of Energy; to the Committee on Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committees on Armed 
Services, Science, Government Reform, 
Rules, and Resources, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. SOUDER: 
H.R. 2412. A bill to designate the Federal 

building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 1300 South Harrison Street in Fort 
Wayne, Indiana, as the ‘‘E. Ross Adair Fed-
eral Building and United States Court-

house’’; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma: 
H. Res. 237. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives with 
regard to fibromyalgia; to the Committee on 
Commerce.

f 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows:

148. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the Legislature of the State of Missouri, 
relative to Senate Concurrent Resolution 
No. 14 memorializing the President of the 
United States and Missouri’s Congressional 
delegation to recognize the effort and re-
sources expended by Missouri to promote and 
protect its interest throughout the litigation 
and negotiation of claims against the to-
bacco industry; to the Committee on Com-
merce. 

149. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Maine, relative to H.P. 1157 me-
morializing the President of the United 
States and the Congress to pass the impor-
tant and far-reaching legislation that would 
help the elderly and, in turn, all Americans; 
jointly to the Committees on Commerce and 
Ways and Means.

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 8: Mr. COBURN, Mr. DELAY, and Mr. 
FOSSELLA. 

H.R. 82: Mr. DEUTSCH and Mr. OBERSTAR. 
H.R. 116: Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
H.R. 215: Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 323: Mr. DEAL of Georgia and Mr. 

WAMP. 
H.R. 380: Mrs. KELLY and Mr. SISISKY. 
H.R. 407: Mr. TANCREDO. 
H.R. 413: Mr. BERMAN. 
H.R. 525: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. 

PASTOR, and Ms. BALDWIN. 
H.R. 681: Mr. HERGER. 
H.R. 725: Mr. POMEROY and Mr. PRICE of 

North Carolina. 
H.R. 732: Mrs. TAUSCHER and Ms. CARSON. 
H.R. 743: Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. 
H.R. 750: Mr. WATT of North Carolina. 
H.R. 765: Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. BRYANT, and Mr. 

GORDON. 
H.R. 776: Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 815: Mr. HASTERT, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. 

FOLEY, and Mr. CANADY of Florida. 
H.R. 828: Mr. COSTELLO. 
H.R. 876: Mr. KOLBE. 
H.R. 900: Mr. WEINER and Mr. MARTINEZ. 
H.R. 925: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Ms. STABENOW, and 
Mr. MURTHA. 

H.R. 997: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. 
KINGSTON, Mr. KLINK, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, 
Mr. WISE, and Mr. SISISKY. 

H.R. 1006: Mr. CRANE. 
H.R. 1081: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. 
H.R. 1082: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 1105: Mrs. CAPPS. 
H.R. 1106: Mr. ISAKSON. 
H.R. 1127: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. 
H.R. 1130: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. BALDACCI, and 

Mr. PASTOR. 
H.R. 1163: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. WU, Mr. 

MCGOVERN, and Mr. GUTIERREZ. 
H.R. 1168: Mr. GIBBONS and Mr. MURTHA. 
H.R. 1190: Mr. MORAN of Virginia and Mr. 

COSTELLO. 
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H.R. 1195: Mr. WATKINS, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Ms. BERKLEY, 
Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. DIXON, Mr. LEWIS of Ken-
tucky, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. RADANOVICH, and Mr. 
PICKETT. 

H.R. 1332: Mr. CAPUANO.
H.R. 1358: Mr. KUYKENDALL and Mr. DUN-

CAN. 
H.R. 1433: Mr. FOLEY and Mr. GREEN of 

Texas. 
H.R. 1463: Mrs. ROUKEMA. 
H.R. 1478: Ms. WATERS, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, 

Mr. SANDERS, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, and Mr. TRAFICANT. 

H.R. 1487: Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. GOSS, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. HILL of Montana, Mr. 
WALDEN of Oregon, Mr. HEFLEY, and Mr. 
SCHAFFER. 

H.R. 1503: Mr. GARY MILLER of California 
and Mr. BEREUTER. 

H.R. 1525: Mr. DIXON, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER of California, and Mr. 
GEJDENSON. 

H.R. 1531: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas and Mr. PASTOR. 

H.R. 1592: Mr. QUINN, Mr. PICKERING, and 
Mr. PHELPS. 

H.R. 1598: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. 
BOEHNER, and Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 

H.R. 1620: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. 
CALVERT, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
Mr. JENKINS, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. 
ROGAN, and Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. 

H.R. 1622: Mr. LUTHER, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. 
SHAYS, and Mr. CASTLE. 

H.R. 1629: Mr. KLINK, Mr. PAYNE, and Mr. 
HAYES. 

H.R. 1660: Mr. CLAY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
LARSON, Mr. VENTO, Mr. HOEFFEL, Ms. 
STABENOW, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. CRAMER, Ms. LEE, Mr. HOYER, 
and Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA.

H.R. 1702: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 1786: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr. 

HOLT, and Mr. PASTOR. 
H.R. 1792: Mrs. THURMAN. 
H.R. 1798: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 1837: Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. 

GIBBONS, Mr. OSE, Mr. COOK, Mr. DEAL of 
Georgia, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. MORAN of 
Virginia, Ms. BERKLEY, and Mr. COMBEST. 

H.R. 1842: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. 
H.R. 1848: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. SNYDER. 
H.R. 1849: Ms. LEE, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. COOK, 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Ms. SANCHEZ, and Mr. 
MCDERMOTT. 

H.R. 1867: Mrs. EMERSON. 
H.R. 1922: Mr. STUMP. 
H.R. 1932: Mr. HILL of Montana, Mr. 

LAMPSON, and Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. 
H.R. 1933: Mr. PITTS. 
H.R. 1950 Mr. FROST and Mr. LAFALCE. 
H.R. 1977: Mrs. THURMAN. 
H.R. 1990: Mr. NEY. 
H.R. 1998: Mr. SABO and Mr. CANADY of 

Florida. 
H.R. 1999: Mr. HAYWORTH. 
H.R. 2015: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. 

FROST, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mrs. MEEK of Florida, and Mr. GEJDENSON. 

H.R. 2028: Mr. BRADY of Texas and Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON of Texas.

H.R. 2060: Mr. LAHOOD. 
H.R. 2088: Mr. SANFORD. 
H.R. 2097: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. KING, Mr. 

STUMP, Mr. REGULA, and Mr. CUNNINGHAM. 
H.R. 2120: Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. BARRETT of 

Wisconsin, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. BROWN of Cali-
fornia, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. DIXON, Ms. ESHOO, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mr. LAMPSON, Ms. LEE, Ms. LOFGREN, Mrs. 
MCCARTHY of New York, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
PASTOR, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. 
SAWYER, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and Mr. WEINER. 

H.R. 2121: Mr. HOLT, Mr. SAWYER, and Ms. 
MCKINNEY. 

H.R. 2136: Mr. ENGLISH. 
H.R. 2156: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 2159: Ms. DUNN. 
H.R. 2172: Mr. SOUDER and Mr. GARY MIL-

LER of California. 
H.R. 2221: Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. PETERSON of 

Pennsylvania, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. SOUDER, 
and Mr. PITTS. 

H.R. 2243: Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. TANCREDO, and 
Mr. HALL of Texas. 

H.R. 2260: Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. 
MORAN of Kansas, Mr. COBLE, Mr. HASTINGS 
of Washington, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. TAL-
ENT, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. NORWOOD, and Mr. 
JONES of North Carolina. 

H.R. 2265: Mr. SHAYS, Mr. QUINN, Mr. BOEH-
LERT, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. NADLER, and Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia.

H.R. 2277: Mr. THOMPSON of California, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. DIXON, and Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 

H.R. 2283: Mr. WYNN, Mr. ANDREWS, and Mr. 
STUPAK. 

H.R. 2286: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island and 
Mr. BARCIA. 

H.R. 2301: Mr. NORWOOD. 
H.R. 2355: Mr. FOLEY. 
H.J. Res. 48: Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. 

ROGAN, and Mr. WATKINS. 

H. Con. Res. 38: Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. 
SANDLIN, and Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. 

H. Con. Res. 62: Mr. LOBIONDO. 
H. Con. Res. 70: Mr. FILNER, Mr. HUNTER, 

Mr. BENTSEN, and Mr. TURNER. 
H. Con. Res. 78: Ms. PELOSI and Mr. DAVIS 

of Illinois. 
H. Con. Res. 117: Mr. PORTER and Mr. 

DEUTSCH. 
H. Con. Res. 118: Mr. STUPAK, Mr. MCNUL-

TY, and Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. 
H. Con. Res. 128: Mr. SHAW, Mr. FRANK of 

Massachusetts, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mrs. 
MALONEY of New York, and Mr. SHAYS. 

H. Con. Res. 130: Mr. SHERMAN. 
H. Con. Res. 145: Mr. DIXON, Mr. MEEKS of 

New York, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. 
BERMAN, and Mr. MCGOVERN. 

H. Res. 41: Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. 
H. Res. 146: Ms. LOFGREN and Mr. SANDLIN. 
H. Res. 187: Mr. HOLT and Mr. PORTER. 
H. Res. 214: Mr. HALL of Texas. 

f 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the clerk’s 
desk and referred as follows:

26. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
Kirkwood Elementary School District, 
Tehama, CA, relative to Resolution No. 98/
99–06 petitioning Congress, to continue stat-
utory levels of state funding for special edu-
cation and to permit increased federal fund-
ing for IDEA; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce. 

27. Also, a petition of Dixon Unified School 
District, Dixon, California, relative to Reso-
lution 99–1148 petitioning Congress to pay 40 
percent of the costs of special education or 
remove federal mandates requiring the pro-
vision of these services; to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

28. Also, a petition of Municipal Council of 
the Borough of Ringwood, New Jersey, rel-
ative to Resolution No. 99–141 petitioning 
Congress to request federal assistance in 
committing Joanne Chesimard returned to 
jail in the United States, and support H. Con. 
Res 254; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

29. Also, a petition of the Municipal Coun-
cil of the Township of Woodbridge, NJ, rel-
ative to House Resolution 1168 petitioning 
Congress to enact H.R. 1168; jointly to the 
Committees on Science and Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 
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SENATE—Wednesday, June 30, 1999 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

The Psalmist gives us the secret of a 
truly great day: 

Commit your way to the Lord and trust 
also in Him and He shall bring it to pass. 
I rest in the Lord and wait patiently for 
him.—Psalm 37:5,7. 

Let us pray. 
Blessed God, Your omniscience both 

comforts and alarms us. You know all 
about us: our strengths and weak-
nesses, our hopes and our hurts. So 
often, instead of waiting patiently for 
You, we try to forge ahead on our own 
strength. Here we are in the middle of 
another week. There is work to be done 
before the weekend. Help us to believe 
that what we commit to You will come 
to pass if You deem it best for us. 

We need to experience that rest in 
mind and body which comes when we 
do what You guide us to do and then 
leave the results to You. Bless the Sen-
ators with the profound peace that 
comes from giving You their burdens 
and receiving Your resiliency and re-
freshment. May this be a great day be-
cause they, and all of us who work with 
them, decide to rest in Your presence 
and wait patiently for Your power to 
strengthen us. Through our Lord and 
Savior. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sen-
ator ALLARD is now designated to lead 
the Senate in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD) led the pledge of allegiance, as 
follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The act-
ing majority leader is recognized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
today the Senate will immediately 
begin consideration of the foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill. It is hoped 
that significant progress can be made 
in an effort to complete action on the 
bill today. I might interject that I 
think that is certainly possible, maybe 
by early afternoon. 

During today’s session, the Senate 
may also begin consideration of any 
other appropriations bills on the cal-
endar. It is the intention of the major-
ity leader to complete action on a 
number of appropriations bills prior to 
the Fourth of July recess. Therefore, 
Senators can expect votes throughout 
the remainder of the week. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2000 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to the consideration of S. 1234, 
which the clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

A bill (S. 1234) making appropriations for 
foreign operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2000, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
committee was provided an allocation 
virtually identical to last year’s bill of 
$12.6 billion. Although it is $1.8 billion 
below the request, I think it effectively 
manages our global responsibilities, 
and it does so within the budget caps. 

For the past few years, the bill has 
emphasized funding in two areas—ex-
port promotion and growth in the New 
Independent States of the former So-
viet Union. This bill sustains that com-
mitment—in fact, expands support for 
export promotion by $20 million for a 
total of $785 million to the Export-Im-
port Bank. 

This year, we have added recovery 
and reconstruction in Southeast Eu-
rope to our priority list. 

While I expect the Europeans to bear 
the lion’s share of responsibility for re-
construction, we have concrete trade 
interests in regional economic recov-
ery and security interests in promoting 
stability and democracy. 

With funds straight lined, this be-
comes a zero sum game. We have to 
reach consensus on tradeoffs and prior-
ities. 

There is no question that this will 
mean reductions in other accounts—
but it’s time to recognize priorities. 
There are obvious and easy cuts that 
the administration can make. Just as 
one example, the administration has 

asked for another $70 million for Haiti 
after spending billions in Haiti, with 
little to show for it. In fact, recent 
press accounts report an increase in 
drug trafficking through Haiti, and we 
have failed at every turn to restore a 
legitimate government. 

This is just one example where I 
think the administration could cut 
back in order to serve more urgent pri-
orities. 

There are others. The request from 
the administration is redundant in the 
area of peacekeeping. They have asked 
for funds for a global peace keeping ini-
tiative, a regional Africa peacekeeping 
account and the Africa Crisis Response 
Initiative which trains peacekeepers. 

I think we can and should shift prior-
ities. We have just waged a war in Eu-
rope, and we need to build the founda-
tion for sustaining the peace in the 
aftermath of that war. 

The Balkans Initiative in this bill 
does three things to serve what I see as 
our long term interests: It rids the re-
gion of Milosevic by declaring Serbia a 
terrorist state; we increase funding for 
stability and recovery; and we condi-
tion funds to Russia on total coopera-
tion with NATO in Kosovo. 

Let me elaborate. 
In section 525, the bill establishes 

Serbia’s status as a terrorist nation. 
With this terrorist designation, the ad-
ministration cannot provide bilateral 
or support multilateral aid, and Bel-
grade is stripped of protections under 
the Foreign Sovereign Immunities Act. 

This in turn, will allow Kosovars to 
take Milosevic to court for damages 
rendered during his brutal war of eth-
nic annihilation. 

The administration has complained 
that this designation is inflexible and 
unreasonable, that Serbia is not the 
same as the other countries on the ter-
rorism list because they don’t sponsor 
groups such as Hezbollah. 

Frankly, I am hard pressed to under-
stand the difference between thugs 
blowing up a village with a car bomb or 
thugs shelling and burning a village to 
the ground. 

The intent and the impact are the 
same. In both instances, innocent civil-
ians are the targets and the victims. 

The second important change in the 
bill affects funding. We have increased 
and changed the funding mix to fulfill 
two goals. We have tried to promote 
refugee confidence to return home, and 
relieve the pressure on the front-line 
states. 

The administration requested $393 
million for Eastern and Central Europe 
which included $55 million for Serbia 
and $175 million for Bosnia. 
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I have taken out Serbia’s funds, cut 

back on Bosnia and added $142 million 
for a total of $535 million. 

Of the total the bill earmarks $150 
million for Kosovo, $85 million for Al-
bania, $60 million for Romania, $55 mil-
lion for Macedonia, $45 million for Bul-
garia, and $35 million for Montenegro, 
leaving $105 million unallocated for 
other regional uses.

We have also earmarked funds within 
the Kosovo account to promote inter-
nal stability and confidence including 
the provision of $20 million to train 
and equip a Kosovo security force. 
Again, the administration had com-
plained bitterly about this provision on 
the grounds that it arms the KLA at a 
time when the agreement is seeking to 
dismantle their capabilities. 

There is nothing in the bill which 
calls for arming or supporting the 
KLA. In fact, the administration has 
plans to train and equip a police force 
and has estimated that this will cost 
$25 million. The bill is not consistent 
with the planning underway. It simply 
earmarks funds for a security force 
which I view as essential to any 
Kosovar having confidence the past 
will not be repeated. 

Members of the KLA may very well 
be included in a security force, but 
that is not a decision for us to make. A 
Kosovo civilian government should 
make all decisions regarding recruit-
ment standards, organization and su-
pervision of internal security. Auton-
omy can not be preserved without secu-
rity—that is just what this $20 million 
will launch. 

In addition, to strengthen democ-
racy, we have provided $20 million to 
support the development of local gov-
ernment institutions. This support 
should help the Kosovars rebuild inde-
pendent judicial, legislative, and exec-
utive branches of self-government, as 
well as help at the local municipal 
level. 

The United States made a commit-
ment at Rambouillet to support a three 
year period of autonomy which would 
be followed by some kind of final deci-
sion on political status. Specifically, 
the Secretary of State pledged to sup-
port a referendum on independence if 
that is the course Kosovars chose. 

I think we all hope that a change of 
government in Belgrade might produce 
conditions which would allow Kosovo 
to maintain some kind of tie with a 
democratic federation. In the interim, 
however, Kosovo must develop the ca-
pabilities and institutions to govern 
themselves, which I believe these funds 
will support. 

Finally, the bill conditions future 
Russian aid on total cooperation with 
NATO on peacekeeping. The adminis-
tration seemed caught by surprise 
when Russian troops marched into and 
took up positions at the Pristina air-
port. Frankly, I was surprised that 
they did not take up positions along 

the Belgrade-Pristina road. This move 
was calculated and inevitable—not-
withstanding senior officials’ attempts 
to explain it was just a few rogue 
troops. 

If stability is to be restored in 
Kosovo, the Russian’s cannot be al-
lowed to maintain a client relationship 
with Serbia which may lead to de facto 
partition of the country. 

To prevent this outcome, we link 
Russian aid to the Secretary of State 
certifying that the Russians have not 
established a separate zone of oper-
ational control, and that their forces 
are completely integrated under NATO 
command and control. 

In the last few days, the Secretary of 
Defense seems to have worked out an 
arrangement that may secure these ob-
jectives. We all certainly hope so. But, 
just as the administration was sur-
prised by the dash to control the 
Pristina airport, they could be sur-
prised by difficulties in implementing 
the agreement. We must maintain 
some leverage to assure there is full 
compliance with the current expecta-
tions. 

And, lest anyone doubt the relevance 
of this leverage, I suggest a review of 
the vote to condition aid to Russia on 
a withdrawal timetable from the Bal-
tics. This was a few years back. Every 
leader in the region called me after the 
89–11 Senate vote to congratulate the 
Senate for securing immediate negotia-
tions which produced the desired re-
sult. 

In other words, what we did in the 
early nineties was to condition Russian 
aid on withdrawal of troops from the 
Baltic countries. Shortly after we had 
that vote in the Senate, the Russian 
troops were out of the Baltic countries. 

Beyond, the Balkans, this bill main-
tains United States interests in the 
New Independent States of the former 
Soviet Union and sustains our financial 
commitment to crucial allies ranging 
from Israel to Indonesia. 

I also want to mention the increase 
in this bill’s funding levels for the sur-
veillance and treatment of infectious 
diseases. A recent process report noted 
that children and vulnerable popu-
lations are dying at a staggering rate 
of treatable and often preventable dis-
eases. Thanks to Senator LEAHY’s com-
mitment, we are now in our third year 
of a multi-year strategy to signifi-
cantly increase the U.S. commitment 
to control and prevent infectious dis-
eases. 

Finally, let me say that there is no 
question we could have spent more on 
foreign operations program. Senators 
LEAHY and I have both expressed 
strong support for increasing foreign 
assistance initiatives. However, work-
ing together, we have produced a bill 
which lives within the budget caps. It 
is very similar to the bill we passed in 
the Senate just 1 year ago with an 
overwhelming bipartisan majority vote 

of 90–3. Senator LEAHY and I certainly 
hope that will be the result again this 
year. 

Before passing the baton over to my 
friend and colleague from Vermont, I 
thank him, at the beginning of what we 
think will be a rather short debate, for 
his leadership and cooperation in pro-
ducing a bipartisan bill that went 
through the Appropriations Committee 
without dissent and we think has wide-
ly accommodated the interests of 
Members who take a particular inter-
est in this bill every year. 

We anticipate very few amendments. 
I will say in advance what I hope to do 
is, sometime before noon, seek consent 
that all amendments be in by a reason-
able time today—probably by noon 
—within an hour from now. What I 
hope we can do is ask for a consent 
agreement to have all amendments 
filed before noon. There is every reason 
to believe this bill should be handled 
very quickly, and we hope we will have 
maximum cooperation from other 
Members of the Senate to do that. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank 

my good friend from Kentucky for his 
comments, and as always, when work-
ing on this piece of legislation with 
him, it has been a pleasure, notwith-
standing the lack of allocations we 
had. 

I concur with the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from Kentucky that we 
should try to wrap this up at a time 
certain. I will join with him at the ap-
propriate time in a unanimous consent 
request that all amendments be filed 
by noon today. The reason I mention 
that now is so that, on this side of the 
aisle, people are alerted we will be 
making a request of that nature. I 
think it can be done. 

With the agreement entered into last 
night by the distinguished majority 
leader and the distinguished Demo-
cratic leader, there is an effort to move 
some of these bills forward so we can 
get on to the question of the Patients’ 
Bill of Rights when we come back after 
the July 4 recess. I urge Senators who 
have amendments to come to the 
Chamber and offer them. 

This bill was reported by the Appro-
priations Committee with actually no 
debate and no amendments. One of the 
reasons, unfortunately, for the lack of 
any debate is the amount of funds in 
this bill is so far below what is needed 
to adequately fund our foreign policy 
priorities that there is little point in 
debating it. 

Even if Members want to make 
changes in the bill, there is no way to 
pay for it. Everything in it is already 
underfunded. The bill is $800 million 
below the 1999 level. It is $1.9 billion 
below the President’s request. No one 
can accuse the President of failing to 
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try to protect this country’s global in-
terests. Unfortunately, the same can-
not be said for the Congress. Devoting 
less than 1 percent of the Federal budg-
et to our foreign policy is not respon-
sible. 

What this means is we are unable to 
meet our commitments—our solemn 
commitments—to the international fi-
nancial institutions. We did not pro-
vide any funds for the President’s ex-
panded threat reduction initiative, to 
dismantle Russian nuclear weapons, to 
protect fissile material, and pay for 
other nonproliferation and security 
programs. We spent hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars—literally trillions of 
dollars—to defend against the threat of 
the then-Soviet Union. 

We are unwilling to spend a tiny, 
tiny, tiny fraction of 1 percent of that 
same money now to dismantle some of 
those nuclear weapons and protect the 
material from them—material that can 
fall into the hands of people who do not 
have the kind of controls that were im-
posed at the time we were spending 
hundreds of billions of dollars to pro-
tect ourselves. It goes beyond penny-
wise and pound-foolish; it goes into ir-
responsibility, especially in a nuclear 
age. I, frankly, cannot understand how 
we have gotten to this point. 

We had to cut funding for many of 
the programs of special interest to Sen-
ators, i.e., the Peace Corps. Is there 
any foreign policy program in this 
country that we can point to with more 
pride than the Peace Corps? Yet we cut 
that. 

With additional funds, we could do a 
great deal more to promote American 
exports in extremely competitive for-
eign markets. Other countries that do 
not begin to have the ability to export 
as we do are spending more money in 
trying to build up their foreign mar-
kets because they know that will cre-
ate jobs, good-paying jobs, in their 
country. We step back and say we do 
not want to do this. 

We can improve global health at a 
time when infectious diseases are our 
greatest threat after nuclear, biologi-
cal, and chemical weapons. There is no 
major infectious disease that is more 
than one or two plane rides away from 
our shores. And this isn’t a case where 
we are showing some great humani-
tarian gesture to try to stop infectious 
disease in other continents; it protects 
us. Not only does it protect the people 
there, but ebola plague, a resistant 
strain of tuberculosis, and any other 
number of things can begin in one 
country and within hours be in a major 
airport in our country and then in our 
population. When it gets here, we will 
spend fortunes trying to get rid of it. 
We will not spend pennies in trying to 
stop it in the first place. 

We should be doing more to protect 
the Earth’s natural resources. They are 
under siege on every continent. Our 
health and our economy depend on a 

clean environment. Yet we spend a pit-
tance as we see the environment con-
tinue to degrade, almost as though we 
think as Americans we can look at the 
borders of our great country and as-
sume that we determine the environ-
ment for our people just within those 
borders. 

The environment is determined by 
the rain forests of the world, by the 
‘‘desertization’’ of large parts of the 
world, by chemical and other dumping 
in our oceans in other parts of the 
world. If we want to protect us—a quar-
ter of a billion Americans—we ought to 
be concerned about what happens in 
other parts of the world. 

Half the world is asking for help in 
building new democratic societies, but 
we have little to offer. For decades, 
again, we spent hundreds of billions of 
dollars—trillions of dollars—saying we 
were going to stand up for democracy, 
we were going to stand up against com-
munism; we wanted democracy in the 
world. 

Well, the Berlin Wall has come down. 
The Iron Curtain has rusted through. 
These countries are saying: Thank God 
America is there; they can help us form 
our democracy. And we say: When we 
thought you would be Communists, we 
could spend billions and billions and 
billions of dollars to contain you, but 
now that you want to be democratic, 
we don’t really have even a tiny frac-
tion of that amount to help you be-
come democratic, to help you develop 
courts and a free press and a civil sys-
tem, and on and on. 

We should double or triple our sup-
port for international peacekeeping, 
especially in places such as Sierra 
Leone where NATO cannot intervene 
but the atrocities are far worse. Daily 
we see it in Kosovo. We almost have 
this thought that if we do not turn on 
CNN and see atrocities, they are not 
occurring. I suggest that Senators read 
the Intelligence Digest, read the free 
press, when they do report them and 
think of these atrocities that we could 
help stop. 

If we do not do anything in these 
areas, all the areas I have talked 
about, because we save some pennies 
today by not doing anything in these 
areas, we are saddling future genera-
tions of Americans with far greater 
costs, and as we go into the next cen-
tury, we saddle future Americans with 
a more dangerous and unstable world, a 
world that is increasingly polarized be-
tween the very rich and the extraor-
dinarily poor. 

I have little doubt that the President 
would veto a foreign operations bill at 
this level. 

Having said all that, Senator MCCON-
NELL and I did the best we could with 
the allocation we received. We have 
tried to allocate the funds we had in 
the most responsible way possible. 

I thank the senior Senator from Ken-
tucky for the bipartisan way he worked 

with me to put this bill together. It has 
become a tradition of the Senator from 
Kentucky and the Senator from 
Vermont to work together on these 
issues. I am grateful to him. I think 
what he has done serves the Senate 
well. I think it serves the American 
people well. 

Obviously, if I were in Senator 
MCCONNELL’s position, I might have 
done some things differently, just as he 
would look at some of the things I have 
asked to be put in this bill and are in-
cluded and do them differently. But on 
the whole, we have worked together to 
write a balanced piece of legislation. In 
fact, the funds are so tight, the balance 
is so delicate, I cannot imagine how I 
might accept any amendments, Demo-
crat or Republican, to cut or add funds 
in this bill. This is a Rubik’s cube, a 
small Rubik’s cube but a Rubik’s cube 
nonetheless, we have tried to put to-
gether. 

I think we Senators should thank the 
chairman and the ranking member of 
the full committee, the senior Senator 
from Alaska, Mr. STEVENS, and the sen-
ior Senator from West Virginia, Mr. 
BYRD, who did their best to give us a 
fair allocation within the limits they 
had to work with. 

But if I might, before I yield the 
floor, mention a couple issues I am es-
pecially concerned about. One is the 
Global Environment Facility. It is one 
of the world’s leading international en-
vironmental organizations. It funds 
projects to protect biodiversity, to pre-
vent ocean pollution, to protect the 
ozone, and to prevent climate change. 

Take a poll of the American people. 
Ask them how many are in favor of 
just those items. A resounding major-
ity of the American people would be in 
favor of protecting biodiversity, pre-
venting ocean pollution, protecting the 
ozone, preventing climate change. For 
this endeavor, the administration re-
quested $143 million for fiscal year 2000. 
That includes $35 million we owe al-
ready in prior year arrears. This bill 
contains just $25 million for arrears, 
and that is not acceptable. 

Ask the American people if they have 
a justifiable concern about terrorism, 
and they will say yes. Those of us, the 
chairman and myself, who have access 
to the most current intelligence of our 
intelligence agencies know that the 
fear of terrorism is justifiable. The 
President requested $33 million for 
antiterrorism training programs. 
Under our allocation, we could only 
provide him $20 million. The request 
also included $10 million for a new 
antiterrorism program to help devel-
oping countries strengthen their border 
control systems—again, because the 
terrorism that may show up in those 
developing countries is a plane ride 
away from our shores. Even though the 
President’s antiterrorism initiative is 
a good one, we cannot include any 
funds for it. Not that we don’t want to 
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fund these programs; the money is not 
there to do it. 

There are a lot of other programs I 
could mention that need additional 
funds. Hopefully, before this session is 
over, we may get a revised allocation 
that will allow us to go into some of 
these areas. But right now I think we 
should act on the bill to move the proc-
ess forward. 

Again, I salute the chairman and 
ranking member of the full committee, 
the distinguished Senators from Alas-
ka and West Virginia, for pushing so 
hard to go forward. The fact that the 
distinguished senior Senator from Ken-
tucky and I have the working relation-
ship we do, I think, helped us move for-
ward with this. We should go forward 
with the process. Hopefully the other 
body will start moving on theirs. I 
think we could complete action on this 
bill in a very few hours. Senators who 
have amendments should not delay to 
offer them. 

As I said earlier, to preserve the deli-
cate balance of this bill, I expect to be 
opposing amendments that do not have 
suitable offsets. 

With that, I yield the floor. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky and I are now the 
humble servants of the Senate, ready 
to start the sausage grinder forward. 
Hopefully, we can end up with a prod-
uct very quickly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank my good 
friend from Vermont for his coopera-
tion in developing this bill on a bipar-
tisan basis. I agree with him that with-
out the allocation that Senator STE-
VENS and Senator BYRD provided for us, 
we couldn’t have even done this well. I 
do think that even with this, some 
would argue inadequate allocation, we 
can meet our responsibilities around 
the globe. I believe we have done that 
in this bill. 

Now the Senator from Kansas is here 
and has an important amendment to be 
offered. 

Let me just mention to all Members 
of the Senate, Senator LEAHY and I, at 
about 10:30, are going to propound a 
unanimous consent request asking that 
all amendments to this bill be sub-
mitted by noon, which we think will 
help the Senate dispose of this measure 
in a timely fashion. 

Mr. President, seeing the Senator 
from Kansas here, who has an amend-
ment to offer, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1118 
(Purpose: To amend the Foreign Assistance 

Act of 1961 to target assistance to support 
the economic and political independence of 
the countries of the South Caucasus and 
Central Asia)

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleagues, the Senator from 
Kentucky and the Senator from 
Vermont, for allowing me to bring for-

ward this amendment. At this time, I 
rise to offer an amendment to the For-
eign Operations Appropriations Act, 
and I send the amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1118.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

AMENDMENT NO. 1119 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1118 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the amendment 
to the desk and ask for its immediate 
consideration, on behalf of myself and 
Senator ABRAHAM of Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON-
NELL], for himself and Mr. ABRAHAM, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1119 to 
amendment No. 1118.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
On Page 9, line 3, strike all after ‘‘(c) Re-

striction through line 12 States.’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
rise to address the underlying second-
degree amendment and to talk about 
the overall amendment itself and the 
area of the world with which we are 
dealing. 

This amendment is an issue that has 
been heard in front of the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee, both this Congress 
and last, and has passed this time by a 
voice vote of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee. It passed by a majority vote in 
the last Congress. It deals with an im-
portant region of the world, and it 
deals with a difficult policy issue for 
the Senate and for our Government to 
consider. 

The underlying bill itself is called 
the Silk Roads Strategy Act. It deals 
with eight countries, and it provides an 
overarching policy towards these coun-
tries in the south Caucasus and central 
Asia. Specifically the countries are Ar-
menia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakstan, 
Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, 
and Uzbekistan. 

I realize those are not common 
names of countries that people across 
the United States perhaps banter 
around, but I think they do know and 
recall with some knowledge the Silk 
Road, the old Silk Road made leg-

endary many years ago, discovered and 
traversed by Marco Polo and many oth-
ers who traveled throughout the region 
of central Asia. 

It was really at that point in time 
the bridge; the Eurasian bridge was de-
veloped and brought commerce from 
Asia to Europe and from Europe to 
Asia. We are seeking to reinitiate this 
Silk Road, a new Silk Road that would 
have an economic corridor along with a 
freedom corridor in central Asia and 
the south Caucasus. 

You can see this region of the world. 
I wish this map were a little clearer. I 
hope Members can see where this re-
gion of the world is caught. These are 
all countries in the former Soviet 
Union. They are in the south of the 
former Soviet Union; they are recently 
independent nations. They had some 
independence before, but these are just 
recently coming out from underneath 
the rubble of the fall of the Soviet em-
pire. 

They are caught between world glob-
al forces that seek to have them under 
their control. The Russians continue 
the desire to have an unusual influ-
ence, would be the best way to put it. 
The Iranians sit right here and seek to 
have a greater influence in the region. 
They seek to dominate most of these 
nations that have a Muslim-based pop-
ulation. They seek, the Iranians, to 
radicalize and put governments in 
place that are militant fundamentalist 
governments. China then, off to this 
side of the region—what we are seeking 
to do is to create an area of democracy, 
an area of free enterprise, an area of 
independence free from these world 
powers that seek to dominate them, in 
a group of nations that seek to be 
united with the West, again, in a Eur-
asian corridor of commerce and free-
dom. That is the new Silk Road Strat-
egy Act. That is what this bill is about. 

Lest we forget and just look at it as 
a geographic area, as important as this 
region is, I hope we will look at the 
people in this region. We are talking 
about nearly 72 million people involved 
in these countries of the Silk Road. 
You can look at them: the Armenian 
population of 3.4 million; the Azeri pop-
ulation of 7.8 million; on down, 
Uzbekistan being the biggest with over 
23 million people yearning to be free, 
yearning to be associated with the 
West, yearning not to go back under 
Russian dominance or to be put under 
Iranian dominance or Chinese domi-
nance, but yearning to be free and as-
sociated with the West. That is what 
this bill is about. 

This is a sanctions lifting bill. It lifts 
a particular sanction, sanction section 
907 that has a set of provisions limiting 
any sort of assistance, any sort of work 
of the United States with Azerbaijan, 
which is also a key country for this 
corridor, and it doesn’t lift the sanc-
tions. It merely provides a national in-
terest waiver. So this doesn’t lift it. 
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The President still has to say it is in 
the national interest of the United 
States to waive this sanction, and then 
he has the authority. 

So it simply provides that authority 
to the administration, which is in line 
with the Freedom Support Act, which 
we originally passed to support these 
newly independent countries that came 
about from the Soviet empire falling. 
This act authorizes assistance for all 
these countries, specific economic as-
sistance, development of infrastructure 
assistance, border control assistance, 
as well as assistance in strengthening 
democracy, tolerance in the develop-
ment of civil society. 

Authority in this bill to provide as-
sistance for these countries of the 
south Caucasus and central Asia is in 
addition to the authority to provide 
such assistance under the Freedom 
Support Act, but it does not provide 
any new resources. It simply allows us 
to offer these resources and assistance 
to these countries bilaterally and mul-
tilaterally. We can provide assistance 
programs to the entire region, working 
it in a package and saying to these 
countries: You are better off if you will 
work together and bond together to be 
able to stand before the forces that are 
seeking to dominate you once again.

Mr. President, I think the window of 
opportunity for the United States to 
effect positive change in this region 
will only be open for a short period of 
time. I think that is the very critical 
part of this bill and why we need to 
have this debate and pass this issue 
now. 

The window is short. I want to show 
you some of the activity that is taking 
place in this region. I mentioned the 
militant fundamentalists’ efforts tak-
ing place to seek domination of most of 
these countries that have a Muslim-
based population. 

This is a chart of Iranian worldwide 
export of terrorism and fundamen-
talism that we are putting up here. I 
want to highlight this region that we 
are talking about. Of the eight coun-
tries we are talking about, Azerbaijan, 
Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan 
and Tajikistan have Iranians operating 
in this region. Afghanistan is operating 
here, seeking to put these countries 
under militant fundamentalist control. 
They are doing this today. 

As recently as 2 months ago, the 
President of Uzbekistan had an assas-
sination attempt that was put forward 
by militant fundamentalists who seek 
to have him removed. He provides 
mostly a secular Muslim government. 
They said we want him out and we 
want a militant fundamentalist gov-
ernment in here, and we are going to 
do what we can, including trying to as-
sassinate him. They are trying to de-
stabilize the Fergana Valley in this 
area. My point is, look at this map. It 
looks similar to the map I just put up 
here, the countries of the Silk Road. 

The Iranians are funding this effort. 
They are going into the camps here and 
funding the populations in this area. 
They are doing this today. Members 
can check this. This is happening. 

If we want to let these countries slip 
off and go into the militant fundamen-
talist camps so we have more places to 
fight terrorism and more countries we 
have to fight against that are willing 
to spawn hatred against the West, let’s 
fail this bill, and with all due respect 
to the Senator from Kentucky, let’s 
pass his amendment. We have a dis-
agreement about this particular 
amendment, section 907. I think it is 
critical and important that we pass 
and eliminate this bilateral sanction 
that we have against Azerbaijan, which 
is much of the gateway for the flow of 
democracy and freedom throughout 
this region. Time is of the essence. 

In my view, the single best way to 
consolidate our goals in the region is 
to promote regional cooperation and 
policies that will strengthen the sov-
ereignty of each nation. Each of these 
countries has its own individual needs. 
However, many of the problems in the 
region overlap and are shared, and a 
number of common solutions and ap-
proaches can apply. That is why we 
have put together this overarching 
Silk Road strategy. This region has 
generally taken a back seat to U.S. for-
eign policy. We have generally deferred 
to Russia and to Iranian policy and 
said we are going to let these drift 
along. The problem with the drift is 
that people are going to feel the power 
vacuum. It is being fueled by the Ira-
nians and pushed by the Russians and 
other outside influences that don’t 
seek for them to have their freedom. 

We have eight countries, as I noted 
earlier, most of which have secular 
Muslim governments, that are fighting 
to stave off the Iranian-style Islamic 
extremism, which are looking west-
ward, and at great risk to themselves, 
they have considerable economic ties 
with the West—and I want to note as 
well, with Israel. 

Many of these countries in this re-
gion have historic and ancient Jewish 
populations existing there as well; liv-
ing, surviving, thriving, but if you put 
in these anti-Western militant fun-
damentalist, those populations, Jewish 
populations are going to be run out and 
these countries are not going to be 
having good relationships with Israel. 

These countries are recovering from 
70 years of Soviet domination. They 
need our help in all spheres, including 
human rights. No one is suggesting 
that these are Jeffersonian democ-
racies yet. There is a lot of pessimistic 
talk about the prospects for democracy 
in this region. All of these countries 
have human rights violations. 

At any given point in time, some of 
the human rights violations may seem 
worse than others. Here is our choice. 
Do we engage and try to make what 

difference we can? Or do we ignore and 
let the region drift without us, becom-
ing either violently anti-Western, anti-
American, or become, once again, an 
extension of Russia, China, or Iran? It 
is a pretty clear, simple choice. They 
seek our support. 

Now, on the point of human rights—
because I think a lot of people will say 
there are human rights violations in 
this region and we really ought to 
watch out for that and we should not 
support these areas. Again, I point out 
that this is a waiver authority to the 
President. He still has to certify and it 
will have the same standards as other 
human rights issues. Recently, we had 
the Israeli Minister for Trade and In-
dustry, Natan Sharansky, a well-
known international figure on human 
rights, here in Washington, together 
with the Foreign Minister of 
Uzbekistan. Mr. Sharansky’s reason for 
being here was to make one point, 
which I thank him for making. 

He said:
Look at the human rights situation and 

weigh this against the importance of the 
threat that is facing us. It is very important 
to engage and continue to encourage a posi-
tive process and the way to do this is to 
strengthen the role we are playing in the re-
gion.

He supported and endorsed this Silk 
Road Strategy Act in the region. 

I want to look particularly at the 
second-degree amendment that my col-
league from Kentucky put forward. I 
have immense respect for the chairman 
of the Foreign Operations Sub-
committee. He did excellent work on 
the overall bill, but we have a dif-
ference of opinion on section 907. I 
want to go specifically at this issue. 

My overall amendment would provide 
a Silk Road Strategy Act for the entire 
region, providing a waiver authority in 
section 907. The second-degree amend-
ment leaves the rest of the language 
but does not provide the national inter-
est waiver on section 907. That is a key 
part of this bill, and that is why I op-
pose the second-degree amendment of 
my good colleague from Kentucky and 
my colleague from Michigan, Senator 
ABRAHAM, as well. We have a dispute on 
this. I want to go right at that issue of 
section 907. 

With the dissolution of the Soviet 
Union, Congress, in the fall of 1992, 
adopted the Freedom Support Act. This 
was designed to provide financial and 
technical assistance to the newly inde-
pendent states, those of the former So-
viet Union. I want to put that map 
back up here, if we could, so people can 
have that in mind. It was to aid them 
on a path toward democratic and mar-
ket reforms. Because of the then ongo-
ing conflict between Azerbaijan and 
Armenia over the enclave Nagorno-
Karabakh, Armenian supporters were 
successful in including language in sec-
tion 907 singling out Azerbaijan—the 
only former Soviet republic so treat-
ed—for sanctions. I will put up here a 
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map of that region so you can see spe-
cifically what this area looks like. This 
is the Armenia and Azerbaijan area and 
the Nagorno-Karabakh region, which 
was in dispute, and this was in 1992, 
mid-1993, and late 1993. 

In 1992, at that point in time, we 
passed the Freedom Support Act and 
Armenian supporters got narrow, bilat-
eral sanctions against Azerbaijan put 
in place, saying we think Azerbaijan is 
treating Armenia wrong, blockading it. 
Therefore, we want section 907, which 
removes the United States from pro-
viding any assistance to Azerbaijan. 
Bilateral sanctions, some of which 
have been lifted—the chairman of the 
committee has lifted portions of these, 
but not all have been lifted. We provide 
waiver authority for the lifting of 
these bilateral sanctions. That was 
1992. The only former Soviet republic 
so treated was Azerbaijan. The 907 
sanction prohibited the ability of the 
U.S. Government to provide direct bi-
lateral assistance to Azerbaijan until 
the President determined that demon-
strable steps had been taken in ceasing 
hostilities and lifting the embargo 
against Armenia. A cease-fire has been 
in place for the past 7 years since that 
time period. 

Peace negotiations under the aus-
pices of the OSCE group are ongoing. 

To me, it makes no sense whatsoever 
to continue these 907 sanctions. Pro-
ponents of retaining 907 argue that the 
restrictions should remain in place 
until the Azerbaijan embargo against 
Armenia is lifted. In point of fact, how-
ever, it is Armenia’s ongoing occupa-
tion of Nagorno-Karabakh and the sur-
rounding territory. Armenia currently 
occupies about 20 percent of Azerbaijan 
in violation of international law. Both 
the OSCE and the U.N. have con-
demned this occupation. 

This is the region on the map they 
are occupying against the OSCE and 
U.N. ruling. They both have said this is 
an international law violation, that 
Armenia is occupying 20 percent of 
Azerbaijan. This functionally prevents 
the opening of the borders between the 
two countries. 

In an attempt to end the stalemate, 
the OSCE advanced a proposal calling 
for Armenia to withdraw from the oc-
cupied land in exchange for the recip-
rocal opening of rail and pipeline facili-
ties by Azerbaijan. Azerbaijan has ac-
cepted the proposal. Armenia has re-
jected it. This would be pulling back 
from a 20 percent of lands, and then 
opening up the rail and pipe corridors. 
Azerbaijan accepted it. Armenia has 
not. 

The imposition of 907, I think, was a 
bad idea in 1993. It was adopted over 
the strong objections of the Bush ad-
ministration, and its repeal is strongly 
supported by the Clinton administra-
tion. 

For the United States to continue 
unilateral imposition of sanctions 

against Azerbaijan—that is what we 
have—does not make sense from either 
a geostrategic-political point of view 
or an economic point of view. 

This is much of the corridor for the 
Eurasian bridge that is going through 
Azerbaijan. 

The energy potential of the Caspian 
is one facet of Azerbaijan’s strategic 
significance to the West. The broader 
issue of the timing and development of 
the Iranian transit corridor and the 
sovereignty of the individual republics 
of the South Caucasus is also at stake. 

This provision—I might note, as well, 
the Silk Road strategy—is strongly 
supported by all the countries in the 
region outside of the Armenians. I 
think it would be a great benefit to Ar-
menia as well. 

Continuing 907 is an impediment to 
the improved truce between the United 
States and Azerbaijan and the entire 
region. It undermines the ability of 
American companies to secure their 
substantial investments in the region, 
and prevents the U.S. Government 
from being a truly honest broker in the 
peace negotiations. 

Repealing of section 907 would allow 
for commercial and technical assist-
ance to aid in the development of infra-
structure, trade, pipeline projects, and 
to further development of democracy 
so they don’t fall into the hands of the 
Iranians or the Russians. 

Further, with the ongoing political 
turmoil in Moscow, removal of 907 
would allow Azerbaijan to participate 
in a partnership for peace and broader 
security programs, as well as market 
reform and democracy-building initia-
tives necessary to promote political 
stability in this potentially volatile re-
gion. 

Some may suggest this is not the 
time to do this on 907. I don’t know of 
a better time other than 907 having not 
been put on in the first place. It 
doesn’t lift the sanction. It provides a 
waiver authority for the President to 
do it. 

Some may say, well, this is at a par-
ticularly susceptible time in the peace 
process. I don’t think that is accurate. 
The last real peace initiative was in 
1997, calling for Armenia’s withdrawal 
from the occupied territories in ex-
change for normalization of trade with 
Azerbaijan. This was rejected by Arme-
nia and Nagorno-Karabakh. 

Unlike other provisions of the Free-
dom Assistant Act, I want to point out 
that section 907 does not provide for a 
national interest waiver. What we are 
doing here is making section 907 be in 
line with the rest of the Freedom As-
sistance Act in providing a national in-
terest waiver. 

The final point I want to make before 
yielding the floor for a discussion is, 
again, I point out my deep respect for 
my colleagues from Kentucky and 
Michigan who are opposed to the over-
all national interest waiver on section 

907. We just have a differing point of 
view on this. 

But the issue is, we are talking about 
a region of the world—a Eurasian cor-
ridor—that has had historical roots in 
the old Silk Road. They know how to 
relate with one another, and they are 
in a tough neighborhood. They have 
the Russians bearing down on them 
with undue economic and other influ-
ence, and the President of Georgia has 
had several assassination attempts 
where the assassin fled to Russia. 

Georgia wants this bill very much. 
They have undue influence from the 
Iranians, who are providing aid to 
many of these terrorist groups oper-
ating in the region and fomenting dis-
content because they know they are in-
herently weak at this time. The Chi-
nese have a certain amount of influ-
ence, but it is really between the Rus-
sians and the Iranians. And they seek 
to be connected with us. 

If you pull 907 out of this and its in-
terest waiver, and you say, OK, we are 
going to do everything but 907, as the 
amendment provides, you block this 
part of the key corridor of providing 
economic trade, developmental assist-
ance, and, through much of the region, 
its commerce and its activity will flow 
through Baku and Azerbaijan. This is a 
critical part of it. That is why, with all 
due respect, I oppose the second-degree 
amendment, ask my colleagues to vote 
against that and to support the under-
lying amendment without amendment, 
and pass this critical issue that we 
really need for U.S. foreign policy. 

I thank my colleague. 
I thank the President. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kentucky. 
FILING OF AMENDMENTS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, this 
has been cleared on both sides of the 
aisle. 

I ask unanimous consent that all 
first-degree amendments to be offered 
to the pending appropriations bill must 
be filed at the desk by 1 p.m. today, 
and, of course, other than the man-
agers’ amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
want to commend my friend and col-
league from Kansas, first of all, for 
taking an interest in a part of the 
world that very few Members of Con-
gress probably can find on a map. I 
share his view that this is an extraor-
dinarily important part of the world. 

As the Senator from Kansas pointed 
out, all of these countries are part of 
what used to be the Soviet Union. The 
Soviet Union very early on, in the 
wake of the end of the cold war, said: 
This is our ‘‘near abroad,’’ sort of their 
version of the Monroe Doctrine, their 
territory, and we were not thereby ex-
pected by them to be in that area. Nev-
ertheless, the Russians don’t make for-
eign policy for the United States. And 
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we are in the process of trying to de-
velop our own strong bilateral rela-
tions with each of those countries. 

The Senator from Kansas has been in 
the forefront of advocating the impor-
tance of the United States having its 
own bilateral relations with each of 
those countries. I commend him for it 
because he has been very farsighted in 
understanding the significance of this 
part of the world to the United States. 

I think all other aspects of the Silk 
Road proposal are good. Where we dif-
fer, as the Senator from Kansas indi-
cated, is on that portion of the Silk 
Road called the ‘‘repeal of section 907.’’ 

Reasonable people can look at this 
and reach different conclusions. What 
the Senator from Kansas would like to 
see—I am perfectly confident in what I 
would like to see—is a settlement of 
this dispute between Azerbaijan and 
Armenia. 

For our colleagues who have not paid 
a whole lot of attention to this part of 
the world, Nagorno-Karabakh is an al-
most entirely Armenian enclave, as the 
Senator from Kansas pointed out, with-
in the territory of Azerbaijan con-
nected by an area called the Lachin 
corridor. It is this area which is in dis-
pute. 

As the Senator from Kansas pointed 
out, Armenia won the conflict that oc-
curred with the breakup of the Soviet 
Union, and it occupies not only 
Nagorno-Karabakh but the other terri-
tory adjacent thereto, which is Azeri. 

The sad aftermath of that war is 
large refugee camps, which I visited, 
and the Senator from Kansas visited as 
well, of displaced people stuck in these 
refugee camps now for some 6 years, 
with the hopelessness and despair that 
develops in that atmosphere, reminis-
cent of an entire generation of Pal-
estinians who have grown up in these 
camps in the Middle East. It breeds a 
fanaticism, a terrorism, that is an 
enormous unsettling aspect of life in 
that part of the world. Nothing could 
be better for that area than getting 
that dispute settled. I am sure the Sen-
ator from Kansas and I agree on that. 

The question is, How do you best get 
there? The Senator from Kansas men-
tioned the Minsk Group. I am not very 
optimistic that the Minsk Group is 
going to bring about a settlement. The 
Minsk Group, in addition to including 
Azerbaijan and Armenia, includes Rus-
sia, France, and the United States. I 
think the Senator from Kansas and I 
probably agree that the Russians like 
things the way they are around there. 
There are Russian troops in all of those 
republics still, with the exception of 
Azerbaijan. Some are there by invita-
tion, some are not by invitation. I 
think the Russians enjoy keeping the 
Caucasus destabilized, with all due re-
spect to our occasional friends, the 
Russians. The French, who most of the 
time are our allies, I think frequently 
are difficult in these negotiating situa-
tions. 

These are the players: The French, 
the Russians, the Americans, the Ar-
menians, and Azeris. Nothing has hap-
pened, and I am not optimistic some-
thing will happen until the United 
States thinks this is important. 

Think of the money, time, and effort 
we have spent in the Balkans over the 
last 3 or 4 years. I happen to be in the 
minority in our party who think we 
have a national interest in the Bal-
kans. I wish we had the interest in the 
Caucasus that we had in the Balkans, 
because we might have settled the dis-
pute between Armenia and Azerbaijan. 
We have not had that, and nothing has 
happened. 

The question before the Senate is, 
What kind of condition makes peace 
more or less likely to occur? Reason-
able people can look at the same set of 
facts and reach a different conclusion. 

The Senator from Michigan, Mr. 
ABRAHAM, and I have offered this sec-
ond-degree amendment because we be-
lieve that section 907 —even though it 
has been constantly stripped down—is 
important to give the Azeris some in-
centive for ultimate settlement. It is 
the view of the Senator from Kentucky 
that the lifting of 907 ought to be part 
of the final settlement between Arme-
nia and Azerbaijan. To give it away in 
advance of final settlement makes 
final settlement less likely. 

I completely respect the observations 
of the Senator from Kansas. As I said, 
reasonable people can differ about this. 
I think removing the last element of 
leverage in advance of the final settle-
ment is not a step in the right direc-
tion. 

We will have at some point today—
although no time agreement can be en-
tered at this point—a decision on this. 
I hope my colleagues will consider 
whether or not lifting this sanction in 
advance of a final settlement of the 
dispute is helpful in achieving a final 
settlement of the dispute. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ENZI). The Chair recognizes the Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I lend 
my support to this amendment. I real-
ize the chairman and ranking member 
have a number of other issues they 
want to discuss. I am not sure at what 
point we will reconvene on this second-
degree amendment. 

I clearly associate myself with the 
Senator from Kentucky, both as a co-
sponsor of the amendment as well as 
with his comments today. I share his 
view that the appropriate role for the 
United States at this point is not to de-
cide this matter by taking this ac-
tion—which I think would be pre-
mature; I think there still remain seri-
ous issues in play that would argue 
against changing the status of section 
907 at this point. My view is that we 
should move forward with the balance 
of this amendment. 

I, too, applaud the Senator from Kan-
sas, who I think has done great work in 
this area. I fully support his efforts as 
well as the contribution he makes by 
raising the section 907 issue. Hopefully, 
it puts all of our policymakers in the 
United States more in focus on the 
issues. 

If we are to include the Silk Road 
Act or a major portion of it in this leg-
islation, it should be included without 
inclusion of section 907. I am willing to 
speak on this at a later point if we ex-
tend the debate. 

I appreciate the efforts of the Sen-
ator from Kentucky, and I look for-
ward to working with him, as well as 
the Senator from Kansas, in hopefully 
resolving this. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
hope we can get a time agreement so 
we know when we will actually vote on 
this particular issue. 

Reasonable people may differ, and 
will differ, on what the U.S. policy 
should be. Azerbaijan—section 907—is 
the only country from the former So-
viet Union that we have unilateral 
sanctions against. 

We are not lifting those sanctions by 
this amendment. We are allowing a na-
tional interest waiver to the President 
which is the same as the rest of the 
Freedom Support Act. In that sense, 
we will put Azerbaijan—which is at the 
gateway to much of the Eurasian plat-
form as far as connecting the countries 
together—on an equal footing with all 
of the countries that came from the 
rubble of the former Soviet Union. 

We seek peace in this region. It is im-
portant that we have a settlement in 
this region. This particular set of uni-
lateral sanctions on Azerbaijan has 
been the United States policy since 
1992. It has not led to peace since 1992. 

We are seeking to create an abun-
dance of activity, on a multilateral 
basis, of all the countries in the region, 
causing them to work together, to lift 
each other up economically, democrat-
ically, and regarding human rights, as 
an area, an entire region, that is devel-
oping on those principles of a free de-
mocracy—free, independent status, and 
human rights. 

To pull this one out—it is a key cor-
ridor—the concept of the countries 
working together falls apart. It will 
not happen. It will not happen if we do 
that. That has been the U.S. policy 
since 1992. It has not led to peace yet 
between Armenia and Azerbaijan. I 
don’t think it will now. If we get these 
countries to work together, to say, to-
gether we can support each other, we 
can grow economically in other ways, I 
think we create the atmosphere for 
peace to take place. Everybody has an 
interest in peace occurring. 

We are talking about a large set of 
resources in this area. They do have 
the economic wherewithal to be able to 
grow and grow together. But we have 
to have them all. You can’t pull one of 
them out and say it will not happen. 
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I think the proposal I put forward 

leads to peace and peaceful opportuni-
ties in the region. That is why I sup-
port it. I am happy to talk further 
about this at a later date if we get a 
time agreement. With all due respect, I 
disagree with my colleagues from Ken-
tucky and Michigan. I think we have 
the national interest waiver on section 
907. 

At the proper time, I will want a re-
corded vote on this so we can have a 
determination by this body of U.S. pol-
icy here. 

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Vermont. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent Anne Alexander, a 
fellow in the office of Senator FEIN-
GOLD, be granted the privilege of the 
floor during consideration of S. 1233. 

I further ask unanimous consent 
Natalia Feduschak, an American Polit-
ical Science Federation fellow in the 
office of Senator FRANK LAUTENBERG, 
be granted such floor privilege during 
debate and votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, again I 
remind Senators we have a unanimous 
consent agreement entered into by the 
distinguished Senator from Kentucky 
to have all amendments in by 1 o’clock 
today. I urge him to do that. I had 
hoped we could wrap this bill up at a 
relatively early time. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas. 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 

inquire of the Senator from Kentucky, 
what is his desire at this time on this 
particular amendment? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to my friend 
from Kansas, we are unable to get a 
time agreement on this amendment at 
this time. It is my intention to lay it 
aside and deal with some other mat-
ters. We will keep working on it during 
the course of the day. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. That is certainly 
acceptable to me. I suggest to the Sen-
ator from Kentucky, the manager of 
the bill, I have a second amendment 
dealing with the Sudan I am hopeful we 
can get worked out at some point in 
time, rather than calling it up. But if 
we cannot, I will seek recognition on 
that as well later on. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to my friend 
from Kansas, I am familiar with his 
other amendment. It is acceptable to 
me. If he will keep working on that, I 
think we should be able to get it 
cleared in the course of the day. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I yield the floor. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, 
while we are waiting for other Senators 
to come up with amendments, I want 
to draw attention to an amendment I 
intend to offer if it is not accepted 
overall. It is an amendment entitled 
‘‘Humanitarian Assistance for the Su-
danese Opposition Groups.’’ 

This is a very simple amendment 
that would allow us to give food aid to 
the southern Sudanese resistance and 
also the northern Sudanese resistance 
efforts, food aid only. This is not other 
forms of aid. It is certainly not mili-
tary aid. But it is food aid to the Suda-
nese resistance movement. 

The language says, and I will provide 
the amendment:

The President is authorized to provide hu-
manitarian assistance, including food, to the 
National Democratic Alliance [That is an 
overall alliance of the groups in opposition 
to the government in Khartoum] and the Su-
danese People’s Liberation Movement, oper-
ating outside of the Operation Lifeline 
Sudan structure.

That is the simple amendment we 
put forward. 

I recently led a congressional delega-
tion. Congressman DON PAYNE from 
New Jersey, Congressman TOM 
TANCREDO from Colorado, and I went to 
Sudan and traveled to southern Sudan 
and met with the embattled groups 
that have been fighting against the 
Khartoum government, which is a gov-
ernment that was not freely elected. 
They stood for election in 1988. They 
were defeated, got about 18 percent of 
the vote, and then took over the gov-
ernment in a coup in 1989 and have 
since then been operating a terrorist 
regime in Sudan. It is terrorist inter-
nally in Sudan and terrorist externally 
from Sudan. 

They have killed, according to the IS 
Committee on Refugees, internally in 
Sudan, in the last 10 years, 1.9 million 
people in a genocide and ethnic cleans-
ing the likes of which the world has 
not seen in recent times. This is the 
worst humanitarian situation in the 
world. That is according to the director 
of USAID, Mr. Atwood, who testified 
on the issue, on the Sudan—the worst 
in the world—nearly 2 million killed, 
over 4 million internally displaced. 
That is the internal terrorism of this 
government. 

This is a government—and this is in-
credible—that actually allows slavery 
to exist. That is documented. The Bal-
timore Sun did a series of articles doc-
umenting this. Christian Solidarity 
International has bought back the free-
dom of over 6,000 slaves of northern 
people empowered by the Government 
to go south, kill the men in the village, 
take the women and children hostages, 
and make them slaves. 

This is a picture taken by one of my 
staff members at Christmas this past 

year when she was in Sudan. This little 
boy is probably 11 or 12 years old. He is 
holding his arm out in this picture. It 
actually has on it his slave brand—
branded slave. 

What the Government in Khartoum 
does is, they allow people from the 
north to go down as raiders into these 
communities, and part of what they 
get paid for is the slaves they can take. 
This is a closer picture of the little 
boy’s arm showing the brand mark. 
They are taken and made to be herders, 
they are taken into sexual concu-
binage. The slave trade exists in the 
world today at the hands of the Gov-
ernment in Khartoum. It is absolutely 
unfathomable that this continues to 
occur. That is on top of the genocide 
and the ethnic cleansing that is taking 
place. 

This is a picture of the civilian bomb-
ing that takes place within the country 
all the time. I was in Yei. The hospital 
in Yei has been bombed three times in 
the last year. They are taking old So-
viet cargo planes, Antonovs, and they 
roll bombs out the back. They are in-
discriminate. They are not militarily 
significant, but it kills a lot of people. 
It terrifies the people on the ground. 

This is a picture of the hospital that 
has been bombed. 

This photograph is, again, a civilian 
target. It has a big red X on the top of 
it, and that is part of the bombing that 
takes place. 

This picture shows people who are 
watching for the bombers. 

I put up a quick chart of the atroc-
ities of the Government in the north. 
Remember, this amendment we are 
going to offer simply allows humani-
tarian aid to the resistance movement. 
It does not provide arms of any nature, 
but it does provide food aid to the re-
sistance movement in Sudan. 

This is what the Government in 
Khartoum has done. If people are going 
back and forth saying we are taking 
sides if we provide humanitarian aid to 
the resistance, I point out, the Govern-
ment in Sudan is a terrorist regime as 
determined by the United States State 
Department. It is state-sponsored ter-
rorism. They have housed Osama bin 
Laden since 1997. He stayed in Khar-
toum. 

Most of the terrorist groups oper-
ating in the world have a base of oper-
ation in Khartoum. The Government in 
Sudan is supporting terrorist move-
ments in three adjacent countries—
Congo, Eritrea, and Uganda. They are 
seeking to expand this militant fun-
damentalism. 

I pointed this out earlier: 
Dead, 1.9 million people. It is the 

worst humanitarian situation in the 
world. 

An internally displaced population of 
4.3 million. 

Last year, they let famine alone kill 
100,000 people. Mr. President, this is the 
most incredible thing. Food sat in the 
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country, and the Government in Khar-
toum would not let us fly relief planes 
into the area where they needed it, and 
the people died. They died at the hands 
of the Khartoum Government because 
they would not let our planes deliver 
the food aid. 

Enslavement takes place, civilian 
bombings, forced religious conversions, 
terrorist threats throughout the re-
gion. This is the Government in Khar-
toum. This is the Government of 
Sudan. If Members are hesitant to sup-
port food aid to the resistance move-
ment, this is against whom they are 
fighting. This is arguably one of the, if 
not the worst regimes in the world for 
the treatment of its own people and at-
tempts to export a militant fundamen-
talism and spread it throughout Africa. 
They housed the terrorist who tried to 
kill President Mubarak of Egypt. I 
mentioned the Government in Sudan 
housed Osama bin Laden. 

This is a simple amendment. Rather 
than calling it up at the present time, 
I am making my colleagues aware, if it 
is not agreed to, I will be calling this 
amendment up and asking for a vote on 
this amendment. It is food aid to the 
opposition groups. It is not military 
aid. It is against the Government that 
supports the institutions of slavery, 
and it has the worst humanitarian situ-
ation in the world. Mr. President, 
100,000 were killed last year. This is the 
least we can do. 

I see other Members in the Chamber. 
I do not want to take additional time 
for this. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Min-
nesota. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that Robin 
Goodman and Howard Kushlan, who are 
interns in my office this summer, and 
John Bradshaw, who is a fellow, be 
granted the privilege of the floor dur-
ing the debate on this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing amendment be laid aside. I say to 
my colleague from Kentucky, I will 
speak on an amendment I am going to 
offer just to save us time so we can 
move along today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1123 
(Purpose: To combat the crime of inter-

national trafficking and to protect the 
rights of victims) 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 

today I will discuss one of the most 
horrendous human rights violations of 
our time—the trafficking of human 
beings, which is particularly prevalent 
among women and children, for the 
purposes of sexual exploitation and 
forced slavery. 

Earlier this year, I introduced a bill, 
the International Trafficking of 
Women and Children Victim Protec-
tion Act of 1999, which addresses this 
issue. This legislation was cosponsored 
by Senators FEINSTEIN, BOXER, SNOWE, 
MURRAY, HARKIN, and TORRICELLI. 

Today I am going to offer an amend-
ment, which I will send to the desk 
shortly, to the foreign ops bill, which is 
basically this piece of legislation. If 
adopted, this amendment will put the 
Senate on record as opposing traf-
ficking for forced prostitution and do-
mestic servitude and acting to check it 
before the lives of more women and 
more girls are shattered. 

Trafficking in human beings is one of 
the fastest growing international traf-
ficking businesses. Women and girls 
seeking a better life, a good marriage, 
a lucrative job abroad, unexpectedly 
find themselves forced to work as pros-
titutes or in sweat shops. Seeking this 
better life, they are lured by local ad-
vertisements for good jobs in foreign 
countries at wages they could never 
imagine at home. 

Every year, the trafficking of human 
beings for the sex trade affects hun-
dreds of thousands of women through-
out the world. That is hard to believe. 
Every year the trafficking of women 
and girls for sex trade affects hundreds 
of thousands of women or, for that 
matter, girls throughout the world. 

The U.S. Government estimates that 
1 million to 2 million women and girls 
are trafficked annually around the 
world. According to experts, between 50 
and 100,000 women are trafficked each 
year into the United States alone. 
They come from Thailand, Russia, the 
Ukraine, and other countries in Asia 
and in the former Soviet Union. 

Although trafficking has been a prob-
lem in some Asian countries, it was not 
until the breakup of the Soviet Union 
that a sex trade in that region began to 
flourish. This appalling trade has 
grown by leaps and bounds over the 
last decade. Trafficking is induced by 
poverty, lack of economic opportuni-
ties for women, the horrendous low sta-
tus of women in many cultures, and 
the rapid growth of sophisticated and 
ruthless international crime oper-
ations. 

Trafficking rings exploit and abuse 
poor, vulnerable women in the dev-
astated economies of Russia, the 
Ukraine, and other countries in Cen-
tral Europe, where women are unable 

to find jobs to sustain themselves and 
their families. 

As many of you know, I am deeply 
concerned about what has taken place 
in Russia today. I am deeply concerned 
about it because I believe what happens 
in Russia, for better or for worse—and 
I hope it will be for better—will cru-
cially affect the quality, or lack of 
quality, of our lives, our children’s 
lives, and our grandchildren’s lives. I 
suppose I am also concerned because 
my father was a Jewish immigrant who 
fled Russia. 

In that country, we know that some 
6.5 million women are unemployed, and 
2.5 million children are not in school 
but they are in the streets. These 
women and children are vulnerable to 
international organized crime that 
preys on the jobless, the destitute, the 
desperate, and the naive. 

Upon arrival in countries far from 
their homes, these women from Russia 
and the Ukraine, and many other coun-
tries, are often stripped of their pass-
ports, held against their will in slave-
like conditions, and sexually abused. It 
is just unbelievable that this is exactly 
what is happening. Rape and intimida-
tion and violence are commonly em-
ployed by the traffickers to control 
their victims and to prevent them from 
seeking help. 

Through physical isolation and psy-
chological trauma, traffickers and 
brothel owners imprison women in a 
world of economic and sexual exploi-
tation that imposes a constant threat 
of fear and deportation, as well as vio-
lent reprisals by the traffickers them-
selves to whom the women must pay 
ever growing debts. 

Many brothel owners actually prefer 
foreign women—women who are far 
from help and home who do not speak 
the language—precisely because it is so 
easy to control them. Most of these 
women never imagined the life of hell 
they would encounter, having traveled 
abroad to find better jobs or to see the 
world. 

Many, in their naivete, believed that 
nothing bad could happen to them in 
rich and comfortable countries such as 
Switzerland, Germany, or the United 
States. Others who were less naive but 
desperate for money and opportunity 
are no less hurt by the traffickers’ bru-
tal grip. 

Last year, First Lady Hillary Clinton 
spoke powerfully of this human trag-
edy. She said:

I have spoken to young girls in northern 
Thailand whose parents were persuaded to 
sell them as prostitutes, and they received a 
great deal of money by their standards. You 
could often tell the homes of where the girls 
had been sold because they might even have 
a satellite dish or an addition built on their 
house. But I met girls who would come home 
after they had been used up, after they had 
contracted HIV or AIDS. If you’ve ever held 
the hand of a 13-year-old girl dying of AIDS, 
you can understand how critical it is that we 
take every step possible to prevent this hap-
pening to any other girl anywhere in the 
world. I also, in the Ukraine, heard—
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The Ukraine actually was where my 

father was born—
of women who told me with tears running 

down their faces that young women in their 
communities were disappearing. They an-
swered ads that promised [them] a much bet-
ter future in another place and they were 
never heard from again.

We have had women from the 
Ukraine in our office, in face-to-face 
meetings, talking about the awful 
problem of women and young girls 
being exploited, leaving the Ukraine, 
coming to countries such as ours, and 
then finding themselves in this kind of 
situation. 

These events are occurring not just 
in far off lands but in the United States 
as well. Earlier this spring, 6 men ad-
mitted, in a Florida court, to forcing 17 
women and girls, some as young as 14, 
into a prostitution slavery ring. The 
victims were smuggled into the United 
States from Mexico with the promise of 
steady work, but, instead, they were 
forced into prostitution. The ring was 
discovered when two 15-year-old girls 
escaped and went to the Mexican con-
sulate in Miami. 

According to recent reports by the 
Justice Department, teenage Mexican 
girls were also held in slavery in the 
Carolinas and forced to submit to pros-
titution. In addition, Russian and Lat-
vian women were forced to work in 
night clubs in Chicago. According to 
charges filed against the traffickers, 
the traffickers picked up the women 
upon their arrival at the airport, seized 
their documents and return tickets, 
locked them in hotels, and beat them. 
This is in our country. The women 
were told that if they refused to dance 
nude in various nightclubs, the Russian 
mafia would kill their families. 

Further, over 3 years, hundreds of 
women from the Czech Republic who 
answered advertisements in Czech 
newspapers for modeling were ensnared 
in an illegal prostitution ring. 

Because the victims of international 
trafficking are frequently unfamiliar 
with the laws, cultures, and languages 
of the countries to which they have 
been trafficked, these victims often 
find it difficult or impossible to report 
the crimes that have been committed 
against them or to assist in the inves-
tigation and the prosecution of such 
crimes. Further, victims do not have 
legal immigration status in the coun-
tries into which they are trafficked, so 
the victims are often punished more 
harshly than the traffickers them-
selves. 

Trafficking in women and girls is a 
human rights problem. This is a human 
rights amendment that requires a 
human rights response. Trafficking is 
condemned by human rights treaties as 
a violation of basic human rights and 
as a slavery-like practice. Women who 
are trafficked are subject to other 
abuses—to rape, to beatings, to phys-
ical confinement—which are squarely 

prohibited by human rights law but are 
happening all around the world. The 
human abuses continue in the work-
place in the forms of physical and sex-
ual abuse, debt bondage and illegal 
confinement, and all are prohibited. 
But the practices go on. 

The Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights recognizes the right to be free 
from slavery and involuntary ser-
vitude, arbitrary detention, degrading 
or inhuman treatment, as well as the 
right to protection by law against 
these abuses. 

The United Nations General Assem-
bly has passed three resolutions during 
the last 3 years recognizing that inter-
national traffic in women and girls is 
an issue of pressing international con-
cern involving numerous violations of 
fundamental human rights. The United 
Nations General Assembly is calling 
upon all governments to criminalize 
trafficking, to punish its offenders, 
while not penalizing its victims. 

Fortunately, the global trade in 
women and children is receiving far 
greater attention by governments and 
nongovernment organizations fol-
lowing the U.N. World Conference on 
Women in Beijing. The President’s 
Interagency Council on Women is 
working hard to mobilize a response to 
this problem. Churches and syna-
gogues, and nongovernment organiza-
tions are fighting the battle daily, but 
much, much, much more must be done. 

This amendment provides a human 
rights response to the problem. It has a 
comprehensive and integrated ap-
proach focused on prevention, protec-
tion, and assistance for the victims and 
prosecution of the traffickers. 

I am going to highlight a few of the 
provisions in the amendment. 

One, it sets an international standard 
for governments to meet in their ef-
forts to fight trafficking and assist vic-
tims of this human rights abuse. It 
calls on the State Department and Jus-
tice Department to investigate and 
take action against international traf-
ficking. In addition, it creates an Inter-
agency Task Force in the Office of the 
Secretary of State to Monitor and 
Combat Trafficking and directs the 
Secretary to submit an annual report 
to the Congress on international traf-
ficking. 

The annual report would, among 
other things, identify states engaged in 
trafficking, the effort of those states to 
combat trafficking, and whether their 
government officials are complicit in 
the practice. 

Corrupt government or law enforce-
ment officials sometimes directly par-
ticipate and benefit in the trade of 
women and girls. Corruption also pre-
vents prosecution of the traffickers. 

On a national level, as I look to this 
amendment, it ensures that our immi-
gration laws do not encourage rapid de-
portation of trafficked women, a prac-
tice which effectively insulates traf-

fickers from ever being prosecuted for 
their crimes. Trafficking victims are 
eligible for nonimmigrant status valid 
for 3 months. If the victim pursues 
criminal or civil actions against a traf-
ficker or if she pursues an asylum 
claim, she is provided with an exten-
sion of time. Furthermore, it provides 
that trafficked women should not be 
detained but instead receive the needed 
services, the safe shelter, and the op-
portunity to seek justice against her 
abuser. 

Finally, this amendment provides 
much-needed resources to programs as-
sisting trafficking victims here at 
home and abroad. We must commit 
ourselves to ending the trafficking of 
women and girls and to building a 
world in which women and children are 
no longer subjected to horrendous 
abuses. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I have worked on this bill for a long 
time with a lot of groups and organiza-
tions. I believe this will have strong bi-
partisan support. I have tried to re-
spond to a variety of different con-
cerns. I say to my colleague from 
Vermont, as long as he doesn’t think 
this is in the spirit of buttering him 
up, I view him as a champion in human 
rights work. I really believe this is con-
sistent with his work. I think we ought 
to have this kind of response. I 
thought, in order to save time, I would 
speak on this amendment. I know there 
are other amendments that are on the 
floor. 

I wonder whether I might send this 
amendment to the desk so that we will 
have it for consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 

WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 1123.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
see my colleague from Illinois. I have 
another amendment that I could intro-
duce, but for now, I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we have 

several Senators on the floor seeking 
recognition. The Senator from Min-
nesota, of course, had the floor. We are 
going to take a look at his amendment, 
which would not be in order for a vote 
right now. I listened to very much of 
what he had to say. 

I am wondering if we could have an 
agreement that the Senator from New 
Jersey be recognized, the Senator from 
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Oregon be recognized, and the Senator 
from Illinois be recognized next in that 
order. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator from 
Vermont add the Senator from Cali-
fornia? 

Mr. LEAHY. And then the Senator 
from California. I see the distinguished 
chairman is now on the floor. I am 
wondering if this might kind of expe-
dite things. I do not think any of these 
Senators wish to speak for any great 
length of time. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from New Jersey be recognized 
for 5 minutes, the Senator from Oregon 
be recognized for 5 minutes, the Sen-
ator from Illinois be recognized for 5 
minutes, and the Senator from Cali-
fornia be recognized for 5 minutes —

Mr. WELLSTONE. I wonder whether 
or not before colleagues speak, I could 
just send this amendment, the second 
amendment, to the desk so it is filed. 

Mr. LEAHY. And then before this be-
gins, that the Senator from Minnesota 
be recognized to send an amendment to 
the desk for appropriate filing pur-
poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1124 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment is filed. 
The Chair recognizes the Senator 

from Kentucky.
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

apologize to my friend, Senator LEAHY. 
I just walked onto the floor. Are the 
speakers here in relation to the 
Brownback amendment and the second-
degree by myself and Senator ABRA-
HAM? 

Mrs. BOXER. We are. 
Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous consent, the Chair recog-
nizes the Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, 
yesterday the citizens of South Florida 
watched in horror as live television 
cameras revealed an extraordinary 
spectacle. The hopes of freedom and 
the great traditions of America col-
lided on the open seas with the harsh 
reality of the Clinton administration’s 
arrangements with Castro’s govern-
ment in controlling immigration to the 
United States. 

Six Cuban refugees who fought across 
the Florida straits came to within 
yards of the coast of the United States 
of America. Only a few feet from their 
destination, they leaped from the boat 
and attempted to swim to the shores of 
our country. They did so for the rea-
sons that all of our ancestors and hun-
dreds of thousands of other Cuban 
Americans came to the United States—
with the belief that they could find 
freedom and security. 

It was with horror, I am certain, on 
their part, but also by other Americans 

who watched this spectacle unfold as 
Coast Guard boats intercepted the 
swimmers. Men attempted to swim for 
their lives and were never given life-
jackets. Surrounded by Coast Guard 
boats that generated large wakes, im-
periling the lives of those who would 
swim to shore, Coast Guard crewmen 
used pepper spray against some of the 
swimmers. They were then taken into 
custody in handcuffs. Welcome to 
America. 

It is essential that the Coast Guard, 
the Department of the Treasury, begin 
an immediate inquiry to revise these 
procedures to find out how this inci-
dent could have happened. Handcuffing 
refugees, using pepper spray, not help-
ing those who were endangered on the 
high seas, subjecting them to the wake 
of large boats, allowing them to stay in 
the ocean for 15, 20 and, 30 minutes 
without assistance, no matter how you 
feel about Castro’s government or im-
migration, no matter how you ap-
proach this issue, is not the role of the 
U.S. Coast Guard. It is not the policy of 
the U.S. Government. This is not how 
we treat refugees or people who are 
coming to our shores for freedom. 

It reminds us that the problems of 
Castro’s government are not yet ad-
dressed. This crisis is not yet over. In 
the last 6 months, Amnesty Inter-
national has reported that the total 
number of political prisoners in Cuba is 
now 350. In the last 6 months, there has 
been the arrest of four human rights 
dissidents petitioning their own gov-
ernment to recognize basic human 
rights. In just the last 6 months, the 
Cuban government has now passed laws 
making it a felony, punishable by 20 
years in jail, to cooperate with the U.S. 
Government or any of its agencies. 
Things are not getting better in Cas-
tro’s Cuba. They are getting worse. 

As people flee that island for free-
dom, they deserve more and the people 
of the United States expect more than 
to have the agencies of this govern-
ment used to continue an oppression, 
not at the hands of Castro but to 
threaten the lives of these refugees at 
the hands of our own agencies. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous consent, the Chair recog-
nizes the Senator from Oregon. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1119 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. I thank the 

Chair. 
Mr. President, I will be brief. I rise to 

oppose the MCCONNELL second-degree 
to the Silk Road amendment. I rise as 
a cosponsor of the bill. 

We are constantly called upon in this 
country to pick sides among parties 
with ancient feuds. The area of the 
Silk Road, as defined in this bill, is an 
area that has long been beset with 
communism, Islamic fundamentalism, 
and other interests which, frankly, are 
inimical to U.S. interests. 

Section 907 picks a side. I think it is 
founded on the best of motives but 

with the worst of results. At the end of 
the day, if we want to be honest bro-
kers in this fight, it does not help us to 
be sanctioning one party at the table. 

This isn’t about oil; this isn’t about 
some of the interests of the oil compa-
nies that want to develop in the Cas-
pian; this is about being evenhanded; 
this is about getting beyond the status 
quo, which simply is not working. 

In my view, it is appropriate to give 
the President the discretion to make a 
recommendation as to whether or not 
this sanction should continue. If he de-
termines that it is working, fine, leave 
it in place. If not, I fear we will forever 
be caught up in picking sides on the 
Senate floor in conflicts we cannot ul-
timately end. I believe the U.S. posture 
in this very sensitive and important re-
gion of the world should be fair to both 
sides. 

There are atrocities, human rights 
violations, on both sides. I wish there 
were just good guys and bad guys; un-
fortunately, there are plenty of both on 
both sides. In the end, I ask us to take 
a more evenhanded approach, support 
the Brownback bill and, ultimately, I 
believe, be more effective in this very 
sensitive negotiation in trying to fos-
ter peace, trying to foster develop-
ment, trying to foster democracy in a 
part of the world that has known little 
of any of that. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Chair recog-
nizes the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, if there 
is no objection, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from California, 
who has asked for 5 minutes, go before 
me and that I then be recognized for 10 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from California is recog-
nized. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the McConnell amendment. I 
thank the Senator for offering his 
amendment because, frankly, without 
it, a number of us will have problems 
supporting the underlying amendment 
by Senator BROWNBACK. 

The Brownback amendment address-
es a very important issue of revital-
izing trade in that area of the world, 
and the problem with it is that it gives 
the President the authority to waive 
section 907 of the Freedom Support 
Act. The McConnell amendment 
strikes that portion from the 
Brownback amendment and, therefore, 
makes it a fine amendment. But with-
out the McConnell amendment, I am 
afraid we are doing some very great 
harm and damage to human rights and 
to common decency. 

Section 907 of the Freedom Support 
Act was enacted to place restrictions 
on United States government-to-gov-
ernment assistance to Azerbaijan until 
that country lifts its blockades of Ar-
menia and Nagorno-Karabakh. 
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I have very strong concerns about 

ending section 907, which is essentially 
what we are doing, because we know 
the administration’s position on that. 
Doing that would reward the Azeri 
Government for taking no steps in lift-
ing their blockade. 

The blockade they have put on has 
prevented the transportation of basic 
human necessities, such as food and 
medicine, from reaching the suffering 
people of Armenia and Nagorno-
Karabakh. I don’t believe the United 
States should stand by and allow the 
Armenian people to live with a dev-
astated economy, without a real com-
mitment from Azerbaijan that they are 
taking steps to end the blockade. 

Let me be clear about section 907 and 
what it does not do. It is not a sanc-
tion. In fact, the United States has 
normal trade relations with Azer-
baijan. Section 907 does not prevent hu-
manitarian aid from reaching Azer-
baijan. It doesn’t prevent the Overseas 
Private Investment Corporation, the 
Export-Import Bank, and the Trade De-
velopment Agency from functioning in 
Azerbaijan. 

The only thing section 907 requires—
and that is why I don’t understand why 
Senator BROWNBACK wants to, in effect, 
repeal it—is that the Azeri Govern-
ment ‘‘take demonstrable steps to 
cease all blockades against Armenia 
and Nagorno-Karabakh.’’ That is not a 
high hurdle to clear. If the Azeri Gov-
ernment cannot even take steps—small 
steps—to end this blockade, I believe it 
has no right to the assistance that will 
be provided in the underlying 
Brownback amendment. 

I understand Mr. BROWNBACK’s 
amendment is well intentioned, and I 
enjoy working with him on many 
issues that affect the world. But be-
cause it would repeal section 907, I 
think if he were to accept Senator 
MCCONNELL’s amendment, we would 
have a good underlying bill. 

In closing, I wanted to read into the 
RECORD a brief comment made by Sen-
ator PAUL SARBANES in his minority 
views that he put into the RECORD. I 
serve on the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, and I know Senator SARBANES 
believes strongly in this. 

This is what he said:
Under current law, all Azerbaijan must do 

in order for section 907 to be lifted is to 
‘‘take demonstrable steps to cease all block-
ades against Armenia and Nagorno-
Karabakh.’’ This is an entirely reasonable 
expectation, especially given the basic pur-
pose of this bill, which is to promote trade 
and economic cooperation between the coun-
tries of the region.

He points out:
For nearly a decade, the government of 

Azerbaijan has prevented the transport of 
food, fuel, medicine, and other vital com-
modities to Armenia and Nagorno-Karabakh, 
causing immense suffering.

So I ask the question of my friend, 
Senator BROWNBACK—in a rhetorical 
way, since he is not here—why would 

he want to do something that would 
only increase the suffering? Under the 
McConnell amendment, we cure this 
problem from his bill. 

Senator SARBANES says:
During winters, much of the Armenian 

population has had to live without heat, 
electricity, or water. Schools and hospitals 
have been unable to function, and most Ar-
menian industries have been forced to close 
down, crippling the economy and producing 
widespread unemployment and poverty.

We all want to see progress in the 
world. We want to see trade and jobs 
created. But we don’t want to see more 
human suffering. I think if we go along 
with the Brownback amendment, with-
out the McConnell amendment, we will 
be doing a disservice to the world. 

I know I have a little time left. I 
have no further comment, and I yield 
the rest of my time to Senator MCCON-
NELL. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
commend the Senator from California. 
I think she has it exactly right. The 
issue is whether, in the absence of a 
peace agreement between Azerbaijan 
and Armenia, the United States will 
have completely normal relations with 
Azerbaijan. I would like to see normal 
relations between our country and 
Azerbaijan. I would also like to see 
normal relations between Armenia and 
Azerbaijan. If all the leverage is re-
moved in advance of an agreement, it 
seems to most of us that it makes the 
agreement less likely. 

So I commend the Senator from Cali-
fornia. She is absolutely correct on the 
merits. We hope the second-degree 
amendment will prevail. 

Mr. DURBIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois is recognized for up 
to 10 minutes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
with my colleagues’ indulgence, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may follow 
the Senator for no more than 10 min-
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
have a request on this side of the aisle 
for 10 minutes at that point, and then 
right after that would be acceptable to 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, let me 
say at the outset that I agree with Sen-
ators MCCONNELL and BOXER. Senator 
BROWNBACK calls for normalizing rela-
tions with Azerbaijan. Certainly that 
makes sense. We want to move toward 
the day when we have those normal re-
lations. But we cannot overlook the 
fact that, for over 10 years, Azerbaijan 
has in fact imposed the blockade on Ar-
menia and Nagorno-Karabakh, at great 
suffering to the people of that region. 

It has stopped the transport of food, 
fuel, medicine, and other vital com-
modities to Armenia and Nagorno-
Karabakh. 

Our foreign policy is basically pre-
mised on the belief that if we are going 
to have normal relations with Azer-
baijan, they have to have normal rela-
tions with Armenia. 

As Senator MCCONNELL said, Senator 
BROWNBACK has a vision for the future 
that we may share someday, but first 
we must address the concerns that Sen-
ator MCCONNELL addresses in his 
amendment. I support him. I think it is 
a very sensible approach. To waive sec-
tion 907 in the absence of any progress 
toward lifting the blockade would re-
ward the Government of Azerbaijan for 
failing to remove it. 

Keep in mind that even though we 
have this section 907 restriction, we 
provide humanitarian and democracy-
building assistance to Azerbaijan, and 
in fact the businesses of the United 
States do business there involving a lot 
of international agencies. But before 
we really normalize relations, let us 
demand a normalization of relations 
when it comes to the treatment of the 
Armenian people. 

I don’t need to remind anyone in this 
Chamber of the long and sad history of 
the Armenian people and the genocide 
which they endured. They have asked 
us to stand by them until they can re-
solve this peacefully. I think the 
United States is right to do so. 

I object to the approach used by Sen-
ator BROWNBACK and fully endorse the 
efforts by Senator MCCONNELL.

FUNDING TO SEND LATIN AMERICAN STUDENTS 
TO THE U.S. ARMY SCHOOL OF THE AMERICAS 
Mr. President, while the budget caps 

did not allow adequate funding for this 
bill, I want to complement Senator 
MCCONNELL and Senator LEAHY on the 
bill they have produced within the con-
straints they faced. I am particularly 
pleased that the bill includes funding 
for microcredit programs, with the ex-
pectation that the Agency for Inter-
national Development will spend more 
for microcredit programs than last 
year. I am pleased that funding for the 
United Nations Population Fund is in-
cluded in the bill. I am delighted that 
Foreign Military Financing funds for 
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania have 
been increased. These additional funds 
will help the Baltic countries meet 
their Membership Action Plans as they 
aspire to join NATO. 

This bill contains International Mili-
tary Education and Training (IMET) 
funds that are used for Latin American 
students to attend the U.S. Army 
School of the Americas. The school is 
the Army’s Spanish-language training 
facility for Latin American military 
personnel, located at Fort Benning, 
GA. The school is a relic of the cold 
war with a horrendous legacy of teach-
ing torture and assassination. It de-
serves to be closed for what it has 
taught in the past, what it stands for 
in Latin American democracies today, 
and what its counter-insurgency train-
ing at such a tainted institution may 
lead to in the future. 
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I had planned to offer an amendment 

to delete IMET funding for the school. 
However, I felt that my colleagues here 
in the Senate had not heard enough 
about the school, so I will not offer my 
amendment today. I introduced a bill, 
S. 873, to close the school. Our col-
leagues in the House have also intro-
duced such a bill, H.R. 732, which now 
has 137 cosponsors. 

Let me tell you why I think this 
school should be closed. I think you 
need only to look at the yearbook of 
the School of the Americas. Let me tell 
you what you will find. It is not sur-
prising that among the graduates of 
the School of the Americas is the top 
of the list of the worst human rights 
abusers in Latin American current his-
tory. Listen as I read some of the grad-
uates from the School of the Americas 
at Fort Benning, GA, an institution 
supported by U.S. taxpayers. These 
were people trained at the expense of 
the United States to return to Central 
America and lead. Listen to the people 
included:

19 Salvadoran soliders linked to the 
murder of 6 Jesuit priests, their house-
keeper and her daughter in El Salvador 
in 1989; 

48 of 69 Salvadoran military members 
cited in the U.N. Truth Commission’s 
report on El Salvador for involvement 
in human rights violations; 

Former Panamanian dictator and 
convicted drug dealer Manuel Noriega 
and nine other Latin American mili-
tary dictators; 

El Salvador death squad leader Ro-
berto D’Aubuisson; 

Two of the three killers of Arch-
bishop Oscar Romero of El Salvador; 

Mexican General Juan Lopez Ortiz, 
whose troops committed the Ocosingo 
massacre in Chiapas in 1994; 

Guatemalan Colonel Julio Alpirez, 
linked to the murder of U.S. citizen Mi-
chael Devine in 1990 and Efrain Bamaca 
(husband of Jennifer Harbury) in 1992; 

124 of 247—50 percent—of Colombian 
military officials accused of human 
rights violations in the 1992 work 
‘‘State Terrorism in Colombia’’, com-
piled by a large coalition of European 
and Colombian non-governmental orga-
nizations; 

Two of the three officers prosecuted 
by Guatemala for masterminding the 
killing of anthropologist Myrna Mack 
in 1992, as well as several leaders of the 
notorious Guatemalan military intel-
ligence unit D–2; 

Argentinian dictator Leopoldo 
Galtieri, a leader of the so-called 
‘‘dirty war,’’ during which some 30,000 
civilians were killed or ‘‘disappeared’’; 

Haitian Colonel Gambetta Hyppolite, 
who ordered his soldiers to fire on a 
provincial electoral bureau in 1987; 

Several Peruvian military officers 
linked to the July 1992 killings of nine 
students and a professor from La 
Cantuta University; 

Several Honduran officers linked to a 
clandestine military force known as 

Battalion 316 responsible for disappear-
ances in the 1980’s; 

10 of the 12 officers responsible for 
the murder of 900 civilians in the El 
Salvadoran village of El Mozote; and 

Three of the five officers involved in 
the 1980 rape and murder of four United 
States churchwomen in El Salvador. 

This school is not the victim of a few 
isolated incidents of wrongdoing by its 
graduates. This list shows that human 
rights violations are endemic among 
its graduates, with far in excess of 200 
murderers and other human rights vio-
lators on its past rolls. 

Yet last week, when the commandant 
of the school, Col. Glenn R. Weidner, 
came to brief Senate staff on the 
school, he said ‘‘it doesn’t take much 
to get on this list,’’ that has been read 
in the Senate. I would say to the colo-
nel what it takes is murder, rape, and 
torture. And the list is long and con-
vincing. 

I would also say to him that these 225 
graduates have been confirmed by the 
Congressional Research Service. I did 
not include in my bill the other allega-
tions of the School of the Americas 
graduates that could be independently 
confirmed. Can the school claim inno-
cence in the actions of its graduates? 
Many do not think that is possible. For 
example, just a few months ago the 
Guatemalan Truth Commission report 
faulted the school’s counterinsurgency 
training as having ‘‘had a significant 
impact on human rights violations dur-
ing the armed conflict,’’ a conflict that 
killed 200,000 people. 

How, in the name of democracy, can 
we keep this school open? 

I am not proposing that we hold U.S. 
foreign military training programs ac-
countable for all of the actions of these 
graduates. We know from experience 
that people can be brutal with or with-
out training. But why in God’s name do 
we continue this? 

Colonel Weidner also said that those 
wanting to close the school were isola-
tionists, opposed to engaging in Latin 
America. Nothing could be further 
from my point of view. The question is 
how we engage. 

Let me also say to those who suggest 
that these comments somehow are a 
reflection of criticism of the military 
of the United States that this school 
should close. The Army should support 
its closing. I think the men and women 
in uniform who serve this country do a 
wonderful job. But this school has not 
produced the kind of graduates for 
which we can take credit and pride. I 
believe it is an insult to American 
Army officers to have their own coun-
try’s reputation sullied by an institu-
tion that has been associated with hor-
rible crimes and human rights abuses 
committed by its graduates. 

We should remove the albatross of 
their association from them and from 
our country by closing the School of 
the Americas. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HUTCHINSON). The Senator from Ken-
tucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, is 
there an amendment pending? I believe 
there is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
an amendment pending by Senator 
WELLSTONE. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
Wellstone amendment be temporarily 
laid aside so we may dispose of some 
managers’ amendments that have been 
cleared on both sides of the aisle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1127 THROUGH 1145, EN BLOC 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

send the managers’ amendments to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Kentucky (Mr. MCCON-

NELL) proposes the managers’ amendments 
numbered 1127 through 1145, en bloc.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendments be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments en bloc are as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1127

On page 11, line 12 strike everything after 
the word ‘‘loans’’ and through the word ‘‘pro-
vision’’ on line 22. 

On page 18, line 21, after the colon insert 
the following: 

‘‘Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, of the funds ap-
propriated under this heading, $10,000,000 
shall be made available for political, eco-
nomic, humanitarian, and associated support 
activities for Iraqi opposition groups des-
ignated under the Iraqi Liberation Act (Pub-
lic Law 105–338); Provided further, That not 
less than 15 days prior to the obligation of 
these funds, the Secretary shall inform the 
Committees on Appropriations of the pur-
pose and amount of the proposed obligation 
of funds under this provision:’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1128

On page 7, line 13 strike the language be-
ginning with ‘‘but shall be’’ through line 16 
‘‘Appropriations’’.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I fully 
support this amendment that is in-
cluded in the manager’s package to 
strike language from S. 1234, the for-
eign operations appropriations bill, 
which would have suspended the avail-
ability of fiscal year 2000 funding for 
the Inter-American Foundation until 
the General Accounting Office com-
pletes an investigation of alleged civil 
and criminal wrongdoing by employees 
at the Foundation. I want to thank the 
managers of the bill and the chairman 
of the committee for their willingness 
to remove this language. 

I think it is important to explain for 
the record why this language was in-
cluded in the committee-reported bill 
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and what led to the amendment to 
strike. 

Several months ago, the GAO con-
tacted the Appropriations Committee 
asking permission to investigate infor-
mation provided to their fraud hotline 
regarding allegations of contract and 
hiring regulatory abuses at the Foun-
dation. GAO forwarded a report on 
these issues to the committee on May 
20, 1999. During the course of that in-
vestigation, additional anonymous al-
legations were made to GAO investiga-
tors by employees of the Foundation, 
and the GAO requested permission 
from the committee to brief the Board 
of the Foundation on those allegations. 
However, the committee initially de-
cided that the GAO should investigate 
these additional allegations, and in-
cluded language in the bill to restrict 
the Foundation’s funding until the in-
vestigation was completed. 

When apprised of the language in-
cluded in the bill and the committee’s 
intention to direct GAO to investigate 
these additional allegations, I raised 
the issue with Chairman STEVENS and 
asked him to reconsider this approach. 
After discussing the matter, we agreed 
that additional information on the na-
ture of the allegations should be 
sought in order to determine the appro-
priate course of action. 

Last week, members of my staff and 
the Appropriations Committee staff 
met with representatives of the Gen-
eral Accounting Office to discuss their 
findings regarding the administrative 
investigation which was completed on 
May 20, as well as the additional alle-
gations. Based on the information re-
ceived at that briefing and GAO’s char-
acterization of the additional allega-
tions as administrative in nature, we 
determined that the more appropriate 
way to proceed would be to accede to 
the GAO’s request to brief the Board of 
the Foundation on these matters and 
allow the Board members to determine 
what further action, if any, should be 
taken. 

Chairman STEVENS and Chairman 
MCCONNELL advised me that, by refer-
ring the matter to the Board, the com-
mittee would view this investigation as 
complete, and GAO would not be re-
quested to conduct any further inves-
tigations of these matters. This amend-
ment, therefore, removes any restric-
tions on IAF funding as well as any 
language that contemplates further 
GAO involvement in this matter, aside 
from advising the Board of their find-
ings and the existence of additional al-
legations. 

Mr. President, I fully support the de-
cision to permit the General Account-
ing Office to brief the Board of the 
Foundation about allegations of mis-
conduct at the Foundation. I believe 
that this is the appropriate and normal 
course of action in this type of matter, 
and I thank Senators STEVENS and 
MCCONNELL for agreeing to refer this 
matter to the Foundation’s Board. 

As my colleagues know, allegations 
of this sort are generally referred to an 
agency’s inspector general for inves-
tigation and action, if necessary. Since 
the Foundation does not have an in-
spector general at this time, advising 
the Board or perhaps the Audit Com-
mittee of the Board (which functions as 
the Foundation’s Inspector General) is 
the appropriate course of action, in-
stead of pursuing a congressionally di-
rected GAO investigation. 

In addition, I sponsored and the Sen-
ate earlier adopted an amendment to S. 
886, the foreign relations authorization 
bill, which requires the inspector gen-
eral of the Agency for International 
Development to function in that capac-
ity for the IAF, as well as the African 
Development Foundation. Hopefully, 
this will provide IAF with the over-
sight and investigatory authority to 
discover and deal with issues of this 
sort in the future, if necessary. 

When our staff members were briefed 
by the GAO, they were advised of the 
specific nature of these so-called 
‘‘criminal’’ allegations. The GAO char-
acterized the allegations as adminis-
trative in nature, stating that, even if 
substantiated, these types of activities 
would very rarely draw criminal pen-
alties and would instead be dealt with 
by a request for reimbursement or a 
reprimand, at most. In addition, it is 
important to know that most, if not 
all, of these allegations have already 
been reviewed by the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, and their investigation 
found all of them to be unsubstan-
tiated—a conclusion which the FBI ad-
dressed in a letter to the Foundation’s 
Board Chair earlier this year. 

Mr. President, I would never attempt 
to thwart any legitimate effort to un-
cover and eliminate fraud, unethical 
activities, or any type of misconduct in 
government or government-affiliated 
agencies. In this instance, however, I 
an concerned that these allegations 
about an individual at the Inter-Amer-
ican Foundation were designed to ac-
complish one end—the removal of that 
individual from effective employment 
at the Foundation because of his very 
successful efforts over the past several 
yeas to bring accountability, order, 
and legitimacy to an agency whose pro-
grams had been fraught with waste and 
abuse. 

The individual involved discovered 
serious deficiencies and improprieties 
regarding the Foundation’s grant-mak-
ing program and the lack of oversight 
exercised by the Foundation program 
offers charged with overseeing Founda-
tion grant organizations and contrac-
tors overseas. For example, this indi-
vidual found that the Foundation had 
made grants to organizations in Ecua-
dor involved in the kidnapping of U.S. 
citizens. This individual also took deci-
sive action when it was discovered that 
the Foundation provided financial sup-
port to an organization in Argentina 

that engaged in acts of serious civil 
disobedience, including the seizure of 
public buildings and the blockage of 
roadways. 

This individual also exposed fraudu-
lent activities of overseas contractors 
of the Foundation, including the extor-
tion of funds from Foundation grantee 
organizations. Finally, he established 
personnel time and attendance policies 
at the Foundation to correct rampant 
absenteeism and non-performance of 
duties. 

This individual’s successful efforts to 
make the Foundation’s employees and 
Board accountable for their actions 
and decisions involving U.S. taxpayer 
dollars have caused some of these peo-
ple to engage in a vendetta to remove 
him from his position at the Founda-
tion, or at least minimize his effective-
ness in that post. 

Mr. President, regardless of the out-
come of the Board’s review of these lat-
est retaliatory allegations against this 
individual, I believe there should be a 
thorough investigation of the Board 
and employees of the Foundation to en-
sure that the above-mentioned activi-
ties are no longer occurring. I also be-
lieve it would be prudent to determine 
whether improper hiring or personnel 
practices, misuse of government funds 
or equipment, theft or loss of govern-
ment funds or property, conflicts of in-
terest, or other improprieties or mis-
management—allegations similar to 
those falsely made against the indi-
vidual involved in this matter—exist 
anywhere in the organization. These 
are matter that should be reviewed at 
the earliest opportunity by the AID in-
spector general, who will soon be serv-
ing as the inspector general for the 
Foundation. 

Let me serve notice that I will con-
tinue to monitor activities at the 
Foundation with respect to the han-
dling of this matter, and I will do ev-
erything in my power to ensure that 
the matter is resolved fairly and in a 
manner consistent with the handling of 
similar allegations in any other agency 
of government. 

Again, I thank my colleagues for con-
cluding the committee’s involvement 
in this issue and referring the matter 
to the Foundation for appropriate ad-
ministrative review.

AMENDMENT NO. 1129

On page 7, line 22, after the colon, insert 
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That funds 
made available to grantees may be invested 
pending expenditure for project purposes 
when authorized by the President of the 
Foundation: Provided further, That interest 
earned shall be used only for the purposes for 
which the grant was made: Provided further, 
That this authority applies to interest 
earned both prior to and following enact-
ment of this provision: Provided further, That 
notwithstanding section 505(a)(2) of the Afri-
can Development Foundation Act, in excep-
tional circumstances the board of directors 
of the Foundation may waive the $250,000 
limitation contained in that section with re-
spect to a project: Provided further, That the 
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Foundation shall provide a report of the 
Committees on Appropriations before each 
time such waiver authority is exercised:’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1130

(Purpose: To provide up to $5,500,000 to estab-
lish an International Health Care Center at 
Morehouse School of Medicine) 
On page 8, line 6, after the word ‘‘AIDS’’ in-

sert the following: ‘‘and including up to 
$5,500,000 which may be made available to es-
tablish an International Health Center at 
Morehouse School of Medicine’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1131

On page 22, line 5, before the word 
‘‘Ukraine’’ insert the words ‘‘Government 
of’’. 

On page 22, line 6, after ‘‘1999’’, insert the 
following: ‘‘, including taking effective 
measures to end corruption by government 
officials’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1132

On page 22, line 15, before the period, insert 
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the 
funds made available for Ukraine, $3,500,000 
shall be made available for the destruction 
of stockpiles of anti-personnel landmines in 
Ukraine’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1133

On page 10, line 10, after the colon, insert 
the following: 

‘‘Provided further, That the proportion of 
funds appropriated under this heading that 
are made available for biodiversity activities 
should be at least the same as the proportion 
of funds that were made available for such 
activities from funds appropriated by the 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and 
Related Programs Appropriations Act, 1995 
(P.L. 103–306) to carry out sections 103 
through 106 and chapter 10 of part I of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961:’’.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of this amendment is to reaffirm 
that protecting biodiversity is a key 
goal of our foreign policy. It is also to 
clarify language on page 23 of the Ap-
propriations Committee report—Report 
106–81, which incorrectly refers to fis-
cal year 1994. The year should have 
been 1995. 

The United States, the birthplace of 
the global environmental movement, 
has led the way in supporting efforts to 
protect the incredible variety of plants 
and animals around the world. Yet be-
cause of shrinking budgets and chang-
ing priorities in Congress and at AID, 
our efforts to preserve the Earth’s bio-
diversity have diminished. The con-
sequences of this are profound, for our-
selves and even more so for future gen-
erations. We cannot afford to neglect 
an area of environmental protection 
that so directly affects the lives of 
American families and American in-
dustries. 

AID’s biodiversity activities include 
efforts to save species and ecosystems 
from extinction or degredation. Only 
1.5 million of the estimated 10–50 mil-
lion species have even been named and 
classified. Far fewer have been studied 
for their potential uses to humanity. 
Yet the destruction of natural habitats 
is leading to 100 extinctions every sin-

gle day. AID also promotes genetic di-
versity. Genes that could have been 
lost to environmental destruction now 
improve and protect crops all over the 
world, and especially here in the 
United States. 

In the United States, we reap the 
benefits of the world’s biological diver-
sity every day. Atmospheric pollution 
is reduced by tropical rainforests. Our 
cattle and crops are crossbred to im-
prove their genetic traits. The pharma-
ceutical benefits alone are amazing. 
Diseases common in this country are 
cured with medicines that come from 
plants from around the world. The 
worldwide market for drugs derived 
from plants is $40 billion. Who knows 
what new species will be discovered, 
leading to medicines that will benefit 
tomorrow’s sick? No one does, which is 
why we cannot let a newly discovered 
species containing a possible cure for 
cancer, or AIDS, or even the common 
cold, go the way of the dinosaurs. 

AID has led the way worldwide in 
supporting biodiversity, by working ef-
fectively with U.S. and foreign non-
governmental organizations, and for-
eign governments. For example, the 
Philippines, with its coral reefs and 
tropical forests, is one of the most bio-
diverse places in the world. It is also 
one of the most threatened. But 
through effective management, AID 
has helped place over 1.2 million acres 
of forest land under community stew-
ardship and away from harm. AID has 
implemented similar projects else-
where, working with governments to 
protect their own valuable resources. 

Despite successes such as these, our 
biodiversity efforts are threatened. 
Since 1995, AID expenditures for bio-
diversity have decreased by nearly $50 
million, a nearly 50 percent reduction 
in just four years. Much of this decline 
is due to the steady reduction in our 
foreign aid budget. But even from this 
shrinking pie, biodiversity gets a thin-
ner and thinner slice every year. In 
1995, biodiversity spending was 5.1% of 
development assistance expenditures. 
By 1996 it was down to 4%. Then in 
1998, expenditures were reduced to only 
3.3%. 

These disproportionate cuts have 
devastating consequences. The Phil-
ippines project I just mentioned will 
completely run out of funding next 
year. In Madagascar, a country that 
AID made one of its top biodiversity 
priorities over a decade ago, AID cut 
its biodiversity funding by $900,000. In 
some ways Madagascar was lucky, be-
cause AID had originally planned to 
cut $1.5 million dollars. And this is a 
country that AID says is ‘‘Africa’s 
most important biodiversity priority.’’

Obviously, we have many other de-
velopment assistance priorities—in 
public health, in education, in family 
planning, in justice reform, to name a 
few. But we need a more balanced ap-
proach. I have spoken out more times 

than I can count in support of more 
funding for foreign aid. Foreign aid not 
only helps promote American interests 
abroad, but also provides direct bene-
fits here at home. But even given the 
shrinking funds we devote to foreign 
aid, we must ensure that funding to 
protect biodiversity does not continue 
to suffer disproportionate cuts. We 
should resume the proportion of devel-
opment assistance funding for biodiver-
sity to the proportion it received in 
1995. That is what my amendment 
would do. 

I also want to be very clear about 
what we mean by ‘‘biodiversity.’’ We 
mean ‘‘activities designed to support 
the conservation and sustainable use of 
biological diversity—biomasses, eco-
systems, species, or genetic diverity—
by identifying needs, by designing, im-
plementing and monitoring conserva-
tion and management actions; through 
research and training; or through insti-
tutional strengthening, policy inter-
ventions and program development.’’ 
This is consistent with AID’s definition 
of these activities. 

Finally, we need to ensure that AID’s 
Office of Environment and Natural Re-
sources receives strong support. This 
office performs a vital function in the 
design, implementation and evaluation 
of conservation activities. Yet funding 
for it has been cut steadily since 1995, 
from $25.6 million to $6.9 million in 
1999. That it totally unacceptable, and 
it seriously undercuts AID’s capacity 
to exert leadership in this area. 

Mr. President, I want to commend 
AID for its leadership in this area. I 
also want to ensure that it continue’s 
to exert that leadership. That requires 
adequate resources, and I intend to 
work with AID to balance the many 
competing development assistance pro-
grams to achieve that goal.

AMENDMENT NO. 1134

On page 32, line 12, delete everything be-
ginning with ‘‘For’’ through ‘‘expended’’ on 
page 33, line 7, and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

‘‘For the cost, as defined in section 502 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, of 
modifying direct or indirect loans and loan 
guarantees, as the President may determine, 
for which funds have been appropriated or 
otherwise made available for programs with-
in the International Affairs Budget Function 
150, including the cost of selling, reducing, or 
canceling amounts owed to the United 
States as a result of concessional loans made 
to eligible countries, pursuant to parts IV 
and V of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
(including necessary expenses for the admin-
istration of activities carried out under 
these parts), and of modifying concessional 
credit agreements with least developed coun-
tries, as authorized under section 411 of the 
Agriculture Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 as amended; and 
concessional loans, guarantees and credit 
agreements with any country in sub-Saharan 
Africa, as authorized under section 572 of the 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing and 
Related Programs Act, 1989 (Public Law 100–
461); $43,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended; provided that any limitation of sub-
section (e) of Section 411 of the Agricultural 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:23 Oct 04, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S30JN9.000 S30JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE14820 June 30, 1999
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954 to the extent that limitation applies to 
sub-Saharan African countries shall not 
apply to funds appropriated hereunder or 
previously appropriated’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1135

(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress 
regarding which office in the Department 
of State is appropriate for managing 
United States interests in Ukraine) 
On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 

the following new section: 
SENSE OF CONGRESS ON MANAGEMENT OF 
UNITED STATES INTERESTS IN UKRAINE 

SEC. 580. (a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes 
the following findings: 

(1) Ukraine is a major European nation as 
it has the second largest territory and sixth 
largest population of all the States of Eu-
rope. 

(2) Ukraine has important geopolitical and 
economic roles to play within Central and 
Eastern Europe. 

(3) A strong, stable, and secure Ukraine 
serves the interests of peace and stability in 
all of Europe, which are important national 
security interests of the United States. 

(4) Ukraine is a member State of the Coun-
cil of Europe, the Organization on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe, the Central Eu-
ropean Initiative, and the Euro-Atlantic 
Partnership Conference, is a participant in 
the Partnership for Peace program of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and has 
entered into a Partnership and Cooperation 
Agreement with the European Union. 

(5) The Government of Ukraine has clearly 
articulated its country’s aspirations to be-
come fully integrated into European and 
transatlantic institutions, and, in pursuit of 
the attainment of that aspiration, the gov-
ernment of Ukraine has requested associate 
membership in the European Union with the 
intent of eventually becoming a full member 
of the European Union. 

(6) It is the policy of the United States to 
support the aspiration of Ukraine to assume 
its rightful place among the European and 
transatlantic community of democratic 
States and in European and transatlantic in-
stitutions. 

(7) In the United States Government, the 
responsibility for management of United 
States interests in Ukraine would be most 
effectively performed by the officials who 
perform the responsibility for management 
of United States interests in Europe, and a 
designation of those officials to do so would 
strongly underscore and most effectively 
support attainment of the United States ob-
jective to build a Europe whole and free. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that the Secretary of State should 
designate the Assistant Secretary of State 
for European Affairs to perform, through the 
Bureau of European Affairs of the Depart-
ment of State, the responsibilities of the De-
partment of State for the management of 
United States interests in Ukraine. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1136

(Purpose: To reduce the amount appro-
priated for contribution to the Inter-
national Development Association) 
On page 38, line 10, strike ‘‘$785,000,000’’ and 

insert ‘‘$776,600,000’’.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, many 
people, including myself, were deeply 
disappointed by the World Bank’s June 
24th decision to approve a $160,000,000 
loan to fund the controversial Western 
Poverty Reduction Project. 

We recognize the strong views about 
this issue and I have agreed to accept 
this amendment, but with some reluc-
tance. 

The Western Poverty Reduction 
Project has drawn criticism from Mem-
bers of Congress, the Clinton adminis-
tration, other governments and inter-
national human rights and non-govern-
mental organizations. A $40,000,000 
component of this project which would 
fund the resettlement of some 58,000 
poor Chinese farmers into an histori-
cally and culturally distinct Tibetan 
and Mongolian area is the primary 
source of concern. 

The $9 million cut in IDA funds 
which would result from the Helms 
amendment is the United States con-
tribution to this portion of the project. 

I share Senator HELMS’ concern that 
the project may put additional pres-
sure on Tibetans and other ethnic mi-
norities in the region who are already 
struggling to overcome economic and 
cultural marginalization under Chinese 
rule. 

There are also serious questions 
about the project’s impact on the envi-
ronment. It is my understanding that 
the Bank did not follow its own proce-
dures in considering the environmental 
impact of this loan. 

The United States Executive Direc-
tor at the Bank voted against the loan 
and I supported that vote. 

While many of us are not happy with 
the June 24th decision, the fact is we 
voted on this loan just as we have on 
countless other loans over the years. 
We participated in the Board’s demo-
cratic voting process, as established by 
the Bank’s charter and agreed to by its 
shareholders, just as we always have. 
The United States was instrumental in 
establishing the Bank’s voting rules. 

What made this vote different, how-
ever, is that we lost. 

With some 18 percent of the voting 
power on the Board, the overwhelming 
majority of the time the view of the 
United States prevails on the World 
Bank’s Board and at other inter-
national financial institutions. We 
have become accustomed to getting our 
way. 

However, in the rare instances when 
we do not, dismissing the process, re-
neging on our financial obligations and 
walking away from our responsibilities 
is not an appropriate response. This is 
what this amendment does. 

By cutting our contribution to IDA, 
which provides critical assistance to 
the world’s poorest countries, this 
amendment compromises the demo-
cratic procedures at the Bank and dam-
ages United States credibility. It also 
invites other shareholders to cut their 
contributions to the Bank whenever 
they do not get their way. Taken to its 
logical conclusion, the damage to the 
Bank’s ability to carry out its mission 
would be immense. 

We have see how we can influence 
this project by simply staying in-

volved. United States intervention and 
persistent international pressure has 
already changed the way the Bank will 
proceed with this loan. 

Under World Bank President James 
Wolfensohn’s leadership, the Board 
made the highly unusual and com-
mendable decision to delay disburse-
ment of the $40,000,000 until the Bank’s 
independent inspection panel conducts 
a thorough review and determines 
whether the project meets the Bank’s 
environmental and resettlement stand-
ards. 

In addition, the Chinese Government 
has pledged its support for the review 
and stated that the press and govern-
ment officials will have access to the 
region. Concerns about whether the 
project area will be open to experts un-
affiliated with the Bank or the Chinese 
Government still need to be addressed. 

It is expected that the Western Pov-
erty Reduction project will be com-
pleted in 2005. By approving this 
amendment today and reducing our 
contribution to IDA we forfeit our le-
verage to influence the project and en-
sure that the Bank’s environmental 
and resettlement standards are met 
over the next six years. 

Mr. President, the plight of the Ti-
betan people is a clear example of what 
occurs when the principles of democ-
racy are consistently and blatantly 
violated. In an effort to support their 
struggle, this amendment also com-
promises those same principles. It will 
weaken the United States’ ability to 
ensure that the rights of Tibetans and 
other ethnic minorities are protected 
as the Bank moves forward with the 
project. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1137

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. . CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION WITH 

RESPECT TO ACQUISITION OF USAID 
FACILITIES. 

(a) Funds appropriated under the heading 
‘‘Operating Expenses of the Agency for Inter-
national Development’’ may be made avail-
able for acquisition of office space exceeding 
$5,000,000 of the United States Agency for 
International Development only if the appro-
priate congressional committees are notified 
at least 15 days in advance in accordance 
with the procedures applicable to reprogram-
ming notifications under section 634A of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 
2394–1). 

(b) As used in this section, the term ‘‘ac-
quisition’’ shall have the same meaning as in 
the Foreign Service Building Act of 1926. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1138

(Purpose: Regarding assistance for Haiti) 
Beginning on page 92 delete Section 560 and 

insert in lieu thereof the following: 
ASSISTANCE FOR HAITI 

SEC. 560. (a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the 
sense of Congress that, in providing assist-
ance to Haiti, the President should place a 
priority on the following areas: 

(1) aggressive action to support the institu-
tion of the Haitian National Police, includ-
ing support for efforts by the leadership and 
the Inspector General to purge corrupt and 
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politicized elements from the Haitian Na-
tional Police; 

(2) steps to ensure that any elections un-
dertaken in Haiti with United States assist-
ance are full, free, fair, transparent, and 
democratic; 

(3) a program designed to develop the in-
digenous human rights monitoring capacity; 

(4) steps to facilitate the continued privat-
ization of state-owned enterprises; and 

(5) a sustained agricultural development 
program. 

(b) REPORT.—Beginning six months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, and six 
months thereafter, the President shall sub-
mit a report to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate and the Committee on 
Appropriations and the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives with regard to—

(1) the status of each of the governmental 
institutions envisioned in the 1987 Haitian 
Constitution, including an assessment of 
whether or not these institutions and offi-
cials hold positions on the basis of a regular, 
constitutional process; 

(2) the status of the privatization (or place-
ment under long-term private management 
or concession) of the major public entities, 
including a detailed assessment of whether 
or not the Government of Haiti has com-
pleted all required incorporating documents, 
the transfer of assets, and the eviction of un-
authorized occupants of the land or facility; 

(3) the status of efforts to re-sign and im-
plement the lapsed bilateral Repatriation 
Agreement and an assessment of whether or 
not the Government of Haiti has been co-
operating with the United States in halting 
illegal emigration from Haiti; 

(4) the status of the Government of Haiti’s 
efforts to conduct thorough investigations of 
extrajudicial and political killings and—

(A) an assessment of whether or not sub-
stantial progress has been made in bringing 
to justice the persons responsible for these 
extrajudicial or political killings in Haiti, 
and 

(B) an assessment of whether or not the 
Government of Haiti is cooperating with 
United States authorities and with United 
States-funded technical advisors to the Hai-
tian National Police in such investigations; 

(5) an assessment of whether or not the 
Government of Haiti has taken action to re-
move and maintain the separation from the 
Haitian National Police, national palace and 
residential guard, ministerial guard, and any 
other public security entity or unit of Haiti 
those individuals who are credibly alleged to 
have engaged in or conspired to conceal 
gross violations of internationally recog-
nized human rights; 

(6) the status of steps being taken to se-
cure the ratification of the maritime 
counter-narcotics agreements signed in Oc-
tober 1997; 

(7) an assessment of the degree to which 
domestic capacity to conduct free, fair, 
democratic, and administratively sound elec-
tions has been developed in Haiti; and 

(8) an assessment of whether or not Haiti’s 
Minister of Justice has demonstrated a com-
mitment to the professionalism of judicial 
personnel by consistently placing students 
graduated by the Judicial School in appro-
priate judicial positions and has made a 
commitment to share program costs associ-
ated with the Judicial School, and is achiev-
ing progress in making the judicial branch in 
Haiti independent from the executive 
branch. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1139

On page 24, line 18, strike all after ‘‘(h)’’ 
through the period on page 25, line 2, and in-
sert the following: 

Of the funds appropriated under this head-
ing that are allocated for assistance for the 
Central Government of Russia, 50 percent 
shall be withheld from obligation until the 
President determines and certifies in writing 
to the Committees on Appropriations that 
The Government of Russia has terminated 
implementation of arrangements to provide 
Iran with technical expertise, training, tech-
nology, or equipment necessary to develop a 
nuclear reactor, related nuclear research fa-
cilities or programs, or ballistic missile ca-
pability. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1140

On page 22, line 24, after the word ‘‘Arme-
nia’’ and before the period insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘: Provided, That of the funds made 
available for Armenia, $15,000,000 shall be 
available for earthquake rehabilitation and 
reconstruction’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1141

(Purpose: To earmark Foreign Military 
Financing funds for the Philippines) 

On page 37, line 11, before the period insert 
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the 
amount appropriated under this heading, 
$5,000,000 shall be available only for the Phil-
ippines’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1142

On page 12, line 6, insert a new section: 
LEBANON 

Of the funds appropriated under the head-
ings ‘‘Development Assistance’’ and ‘‘Eco-
nomic Support Fund,’’ not less than 
$15,000,000 shall be made available for Leb-
anon to be used, among other programs, for 
scholarships and direct support of the Amer-
ican educational institutions in Lebanon. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1143

On page 13, line 5, after the word ‘‘Appro-
priations’’ insert the following words: ’’, the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate, and the Committee on International Re-
lations of the House,’’; and 

On page 98, line 16, after the word ‘‘Appro-
priations’’, insert the following words: ’’, the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate, and the Committee on International Re-
lations of the House,’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1144

(Purpose: To earmark funds for the inde-
pendent states of the former Soviet Union 
for the REAP International School Link-
age Program) 
On page 21, line 22, before the period insert 

the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That of the 
amount appropriated under this heading, not 
to exceed $200,000 shall be available only for 
the REAP International School Linkage Pro-
gram’’.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, REAP 
International operates a school linkage 
program between North Dakota and 
the Russian Republic of Buryatia. In 
the past, this program has resulted not 
only in the establishment of close per-
sonal relationships, but also provided 
community based assistance and sus-
tainable development to this important 
region of the Russian Far East. REAP 
International’s school linkage program 

between North Dakota and Buryatia is 
all the more critical when one con-
siders the setbacks that the U.S.-Rus-
sia relationship has suffered in the 
wake of NATO’s actions against Serbia. 
In addition, the failure of the Russian 
economy has left many Russians dis-
illusioned, and there are those in the 
Russian leadership who would take ad-
vantage of that disillusionment in 
order to reverse the free market re-
forms already underway in Russia. We 
must not let that happen. One way to 
prevent it is to help Russian youth to 
understand and reap the benefits of a 
stable, free market economy through 
student exchange programs. 

Student exchange programs often 
promote long-lasting relationships be-
tween institutions and communities. 
Does the Senator agree that these pro-
grams also play an important role in 
strengthening ties between countries? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Yes. 
Mr. DORGAN. REAP International’s 

school linkage program with Buryatia, 
Russia focuses on economic develop-
ment activities, vocational and entre-
preneurial training, and the enhance-
ment of civic institutions. These types 
of activities are important in stabi-
lizing communities in the Russian Far 
East. Is this type of stability not vital 
if Russia is to move ahead with eco-
nomic reforms? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I concur in the 
Senator’s assessment that stability is a 
necessary prerequisite for the transi-
tion to a market economy, something 
we all hope Russia is able to achieve. 

Mr. DORGAN. And would the Senator 
also agree that the development of the 
Russian Far East is vital to the overall 
future development of Russia’s market 
economy, and therefore it is critical 
that we support efforts to foster sus-
tainable development and stability in 
this important region? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I certainly agree 
with that. 

Mr. DORGAN. I thank the Chairman 
for his comments and support. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1145 
(Purpose: To restrict United States assist-

ance for reconstruction efforts in the Bal-
kans to United States-produced articles 
and services) 
On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 

the following new section: 
RESTRICTION ON UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE 

FOR CERTAIN RECONSTRUCTION EFFORTS IN 
THE BALKANS REGION. 
SEC. . (a) PROHIBITION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-

section (b), none of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act for 
United States assistance for reconstruction 
efforts in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
or any contiguous country may be used for 
the procurement of any article produced out-
side the United States, the recipient coun-
try, or least developed countries, or any 
service provided by a foreign person. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not 
apply if— 

(1) the provision of such assistance re-
quires articles of a type that are produced in 
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and services that are available for purchase 
in the United States, the recipient country, 
or least developed countries, or if the cost of 
articles and services produced in or available 
from the United States and such other coun-
tries is significantly more expensive, includ-
ing the cost of transportation, than the cost 
from other sources; or 

(2) the President determines that the appli-
cation of subsection (a) will impair the abil-
ity of the United States to maximize the use 
of United States articles and services in such 
reconstruction efforts of other donor coun-
tries, or if the President otherwise deter-
mines that subsection (a) will impair United 
States foreign assistance objectives. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ARTICLE.—The term ‘‘article’’ means 

any agricultural commodity, steel, commu-
nications equipment, farm machinery, or pe-
trochemical refinery equipment. 

(2) FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF YUGOSLAVIA.—The 
term ‘‘Federal Republic of Yugoslavia’’ 
means the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
(Serbia and Montenegro) and includes 
Kosovo. 

(3) FOREIGN PERSON.—The term ‘‘foreign 
person’’ means any foreign national exclu-
sive of any national of the recipient country 
or least developed countries including any 
foreign corporation, partnership, other legal 
entity, organization, or association that is 
beneficially owned by foreign persons con-
trolled in fact by foreign persons. 

(4) PRODUCED.—The term ‘‘produced’’, with 
respect to an item, includes any item mined, 
manufactured, made, assembled, grown, or 
extracted. 

(5) SERVICE.—The term ‘‘service’’ means 
any engineering, construction or tele-
communications. 

(6) STEEL.—The term ‘‘steel’’ includes the 
following categories of steel products: semi-
finished, plates, sheets and strips, wire rods, 
wire and wire products, rail type products, 
bars, structural shapes and units, pipes and 
tubes, iron ore, and coke products. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, 
today I intend to support the Man-
ager’s amendments package to the Fis-
cal Foreign Operations Appropriations 
bill for fiscal year 2000, which includes 
a modified version of a bill I introduced 
on June 10th, S.1212, the Kosovo Recon-
struction Investment Act of 1999. I am 
pleased to have Senators RICK 
SANTORUM and ROBERT BYRD join me as 
original cosponsors of this amendment. 

I also want to thank the Chairman of 
the Foreign Operations Subcommittee, 
Senator MCCONNELL, and the Sub-
committee’s Ranking Member, Senator 
LEAHY, for their assistance and support 
of this amendment. 

While this amendment’s language is 
a compromise, and is not as strong as 
S. 1212 which I introduced earlier this 
month, it is an important first step in 
the right direction. I will continue to 
work with my colleagues in the coming 
months to help promote American tax-
payers, workers and key industries as 
the U.S. begins to spend billions of dol-
lars to rebuild Kosovo and, as expected 
in the future, the rest of Yugoslavia. 

This amendment will help American 
workers and companies get the first 
best shot at those Kosovo reconstruc-
tion opportunities that are being paid 
for with U.S. foreign aid funds. As a re-

sult, a large portion of the American 
taxpayer’s dollars destined for the 
Kosovo reconstruction effort will be in-
vested in the purchase of American 
made goods and services whenever pos-
sible. 

This legislation will benefit both the 
people of Kosovo and American work-
ers. The people of Kosovo will have re-
constructed homes, hospitals, fac-
tories, bridges, powerplants and tele-
communication systems. The American 
people will benefit as a significant por-
tion of their hard-earned taxpayer dol-
lars come back to the U.S. in the form 
of new orders for American made goods 
and services. New jobs will be created. 
With this legislation we can make the 
best out of a looming, costly, and long 
term burden on our nation’s budget. 

This will be especially important for 
some of our key industries, such as ag-
riculture and steel, that are facing 
hard times here at home. Other hard 
working Americans from industries 
like manufacturing, engineering, con-
struction, high tech and telecommuni-
cations will also enjoy new opportuni-
ties to produce goods and services des-
tined for export overseas. 

For example, our ranchers and farm-
ers, many of whom are being severely 
harmed by a combination of tough 
competition at home, cheap imports 
and closed markets overseas will ben-
efit. This bill will help provide them 
with the opportunity to strengthen 
their share in Europe’s Southeastern 
markets. 

Our steel workers, many of whom are 
also in a tough situation, will benefit 
as U.S. made steel is used to recon-
struct, homes, hospitals, factories, 
bridges and other necessary infrastruc-
ture. American steel would also be used 
as American made construction equip-
ment and tractors are delivered to the 
Balkans. American engineers, contrac-
tors and other service providers will 
play a key role in rebuilding tele-
communications and other necessary 
infrastructure projects. 

The American taxpayers have al-
ready borne the lion’s share of waging 
the war in Kosovo. Our pilots flew the 
vast majority of the combat sorties. In 
addition, the Foreign Operations Sup-
plemental Appropriations bill that 
passed last month provided $819 million 
for humanitarian and refugee aid for 
Kosovo and surrounding countries. It 
has been estimated that peace keeping 
operations will cost an additional $3 
billion in the first year alone. This is 
just the beginning. In the future, 
American taxpayers will be spending 
tens of billions of dollars more as we 
participate in what apparently is an 
open-ended peacekeeping effort. 

Without this legislation those coun-
tries who largely sat on the sidelines 
while we fought will be allowed to 
sweep in and clean up. The American 
taxpayers’ dollars should not be used 
to profit Western European conglom-

erates. The American people deserve 
better. This Kosovo Reconstruction In-
vestment Amendment will help remedy 
this situation. 

Yet another problem this bill would 
help alleviate is our exploding trade 
deficit which is on track to an all time 
high of approximately $250 billion by 
the end of this year. In March of this 
year alone, the U.S. posted a record 
one month trade deficit of $19.7 billion. 

Furthermore, many of the other in-
dustrialized countries that regularly 
distribute foreign aid do not do so with 
no strings attached. For many years 
now, countries like Japan have also re-
quired that the foreign aid funds they 
distribute be used to buy products pro-
duced by their domestic companies. 

The degree to which the Japanese 
government uses ‘‘tied aid’’ to the ben-
efit of Japanese companies and boost 
their exports was underscored by a re-
cent quote that can be found in the 
June, 1999, issue of the ‘‘Look Japan’’ 
magazine. When referring to Japanese 
efforts to help neighbor countries re-
cover from the Asian economic crisis, 
Oshima Kenzo, the Director of the Eco-
nomic Cooperation Bureau at Japan’s 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs stated:

This enormous machine of Japanese aid 
has barely begun to move. Aid to Asian 
countries in crisis is something that must be 
done on an ‘‘all-Japan’’ basis . . . The pur-
pose of aid to Asia is primarily to provide re-
lief to Asian countries, but it has a sec-
ondary aspect of reenergizing the Japanese 
economy too, so there are many domestic 
hopes riding on this as well.

While my original Kosovo recon-
struction language in S. 1212 included 
tougher ‘‘Buy America’’ provisions, 
this amendment’s compromise lan-
guage will allow U.S. foreign aid funds 
to be used to purchase goods and serv-
ices produced in ‘‘least-developed coun-
tries.’’ This is something we can do 
while still serving the purpose of this 
amendment. For example, U.S. steel 
workers will still have the first shot at 
producing steel for the Kosovo recon-
struction effort since countries such as 
Japan, South Korea and Brazil, all of 
whom have been taking a heavy toll on 
the U.S. steel industry here at home, 
most definitely are not ‘‘least devel-
oped countries.’’ American tele-
communications, heavy equipment 
manufacturers and a wide variety of 
other U.S. industries will also benefit. 

If America’s Airmen, Sailors, Ma-
rines and Soldiers are good enough to 
wage a war, then America’s hard work-
ing taxpayers, including steel and man-
ufacturing workers, engineers and con-
tractors are good enough to help re-
build shattered countries. If we are 
called on to put the Balkans back to-
gether, we should do it with a fair 
share of goods and services made in 
America. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
adoption of this amendment. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. As I said, this is a 
list of managers’ amendments that has 
been cleared on both sides of the aisle: 
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McConnell-Leahy amendment to 

move the Iraqi provision; 
McCain amendment to strike Inter-

American Foundation language with a 
statement; 

Leahy-McConnell amendment on Af-
rican Development Foundation provi-
sion; 

Stevens-Coverdell amendment on 
AIDS; 

McConnell-Leahy on Ukaine corrup-
tion; 

Leahy-McConnell amendment on 
Ukraine demining; 

Leahy amendment on biodiversity; 
Leahy amendment on debt restruc-

turing; 
Roth amendment on Ukraine; 
Helms amendment on IDA-China; 
Helms amendment on USAID con-

struction notification; 
Helms-DeWine amendment on Haiti; 
Leahy-McConnell amendment on 

Russia-Iran; 
McConnell amendment on Armenia; 
Helms amendment on the Phil-

ippines; 
Abraham amendment on Lebanon; 
Thomas amendment on technical cor-

rectional reports; 
Dorgan amendment on Russia ex-

changes; and 
A Campbell amendment on Buy 

America. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments en bloc. 

The amendments (Nos. 1127 through 
1145), en bloc, were agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent Senator LAU-
TENBERG be shown as a cosponsor of the 
Roth amendment on the Ukraine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. I understand the Sen-
ator from Illinois will be recognized. 
Then the Senator from Minnesota is 
going to be recognized. I ask unani-
mous consent I then be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

NATIONAL DEBT 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I 
will speak for a few moments today 
about an issue of great concern to me 
and many other Members. In the last 
few days in Washington, there has been 
literally a euphoria over the notion we 
in Washington are running large budg-
etary surpluses on an annual basis. The 
uncorking of champagne bottles all 
around town has taken place on the no-
tion that, because we are running sur-
pluses, we are somehow paying down 
the national debt. 

Yesterday, the New York Times had 
an article on page 14 entitled, ‘‘Clinton 
Sees the Possibility of Zero U.S. Debt 
by 2015.’’ 

As I will show, this article is dead 
wrong. The article stated that the en-
tire national debt, which now stands at 
over $5.6 trillion, will be paid down by 
the year 2015. It went on to state that 
the debt clock in New York, which is a 
daily tally of the Federal national 
debt, would be down to zero by the year 
2015. 

It turns out that is dead, flat wrong. 
In fact, the national debt is now rising. 
It is going to continue to rise every 
year of the President’s 15-year projec-
tions. The total national debt by the 
year 2015, as listed on that debt clock 
in New York, will stand at more than 
$7 trillion. 

How can this be? We have heard from 
Washington that we are running large 
annual budget surpluses. The Presi-
dent, 2 days ago, said this year we will 
have a $98 billion surplus, and those 
surpluses are going to rise each year to 
the point that in the year 2004 we will 
have a $253 billion surplus. 

Looking at the fine print on the 
President’s midyear report, we find our 
total gross Federal debt is still going 
up. It stood at $5.4 trillion at the end of 
the last fiscal year. This year, it will 
rise to $5.6 trillion. By the year 2004, 
the total gross Federal debt will have 
risen to over $6 trillion. 

How can our national debt still be 
going up if we are running surpluses in 
Washington? The answer to that ques-
tion is, we really do not have surpluses 
in Washington. They have a definition 
of surpluses in Washington which is far 
different from the average perception 
of what the word surplus would mean 
to American families or businesses. 
One would think when you have sur-
pluses, you would be paying down your 
debt, not increasing it. However, in 
Washington, the debt is still going up, 
even as they say they have surpluses. 

We know our President chooses his 
words very carefully. I read his press 
statements the other day. He was care-
ful not to say we are paying down the 
total Federal debt. He talked instead 
about one of the components of the 
Federal debt. It turns out there are two 
parts to the Federal debt. There is debt 
owed to Government accounts and 
there is debt held to the public. Both of 
those debts have to be paid off. At 
some point, we have to come up with 
the cash to pay down those debts. 

What President Clinton chose to do 
in his statements the other day was ig-
nore this part of the Federal debt and 
decide he would only focus on debt held 
by the public. It is true he is actually 
going to start trying to pay down the 
debt held by the public. Debt held by 
the public stood at $3.7 trillion at the 
end of last year. By the year 2004, the 
President will have paid it down about 
$700 billion to $2.9 trillion. It is true by 

the year 2015 he will have paid this por-
tion of the national debt down to zero. 

How is he going to pay that portion 
of the debt down to zero? He is going to 
borrow more from the Government ac-
counts. He is going to borrow more 
from Government accounts. It turns 
out he will increase the Government 
accounts section of the national debt. 
Not only will he increase it, he is going 
to quadruple debt held by these Gov-
ernment accounts. It will rise from $1.7 
trillion at the end of last year to $3 
trillion by the year 2004. Guess what. 
By the year 2015, when the New York 
Times said we would have no national 
debt, it turns out the debt in this col-
umn will be more than $7.5 trillion. 

I have to say, if the ordinary family 
were to pay down their mortgage by 
running up their credit card and then 
realize what they were doing, I think 
they probably wouldn’t feel it was 
cause for celebration that they had 
just shifted the composition of their 
debt. Similarly, I don’t think there is 
cause yet in Washington to uncork the 
champagne bottles and pat ourselves 
on the back that we are paying down a 
portion of the Federal debt while we 
are increasing the other portion and 
are increasing the overall debt. 

Right now, the average family in 
America is responsible for $55,000 of 
that total national debt. Each family’s 
share of the national debt is going to 
be going up in each and every year of 
the President’s 15-year projections. At 
the end of the 15 years, the total na-
tional debt will be even higher than it 
is now, and each family’s share of that 
national debt will be even higher. 

This chart shows the direction our 
national debt is going: It is continuing 
to rise. We are digging the hole deeper. 

All this talk about surpluses in 
Washington should be taken with a 
grain of salt. The surpluses they are 
talking about are fictitious surpluses; 
they are accounting gimmicks. If any 
private business man or woman used 
the same kind of accounting they use 
in Washington, they could potentially 
wind up behind bars in a Federal peni-
tentiary. We need to change the ac-
counting system in Washington so the 
public and the media cannot be so eas-
ily misled. 

I am hopeful the press throughout 
this Nation will point out that the ear-
lier reports were flatout wrong, that 
the debt clock in New York will not 
stand at zero by the year 2015, even 
under the President’s projections. 
Under the President’s own projections 
of our national debt, it will be higher 
in the year 2015 than it is now. 

I think it is a shame Washington is 
misleading the American public about 
our true financial condition. Is it not 
high time we end the hocus-pocus 
bookkeeping in Washington and speak 
the plain truth? 

I ask unanimous consent to print the 
New York Times article in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the article 

was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, June 29, 1999] 
CLINTON SEES THE POSSIBILITY OF ZERO U.S. 

DEBT BY 2015
(By David E. Sanger) 

WASHINGTON, June 28.—President Clinton 
today raised the mind-bending possibility 
that the giant national debt clock in mid-
town Manhattan would soon start running in 
reverse—and that by 2015, the Government 
would owe no money to investors around the 
world. 

There is little question that Mr. Clinton 
described the general direction of the clock 
correctly. Barring a stock market disaster or 
a Japan-like recession, the Federal Govern-
ment’s $4.5 trillion debt, the figure on the 
clock, will begin diminishing in the next few 
months. That number includes debt that the 
Government owes to itself, mostly to the So-
cial Security system. 

The more important figure—debt that the 
Government owes individual investors, com-
panies and governments around the world—
has actually been in decline for two years. 
How much it can be reduced in 15 years is far 
more problematic, dependent on a huge 
range of economic assumptions—chiefly the 
growth rate of the national economy—that, 
given the inexact nature of such things, are 
most likely subject to major revision. 

But even if the United States could pay off 
all its debt in the next 15 years, many econo-
mists and some Government officials say 
that might not be as great as it sounds. Al-
though huge debts in the 1980’s and early 
1990’s when the Government ran up huge an-
nual deficits, were a tremendous drag on the 
economy, a bit of national debt may be a 
good thing. 

‘‘It’s almost hard to imagine what this 
country would be like debt-free,’’ said Alan 
Sinai, the chief economist of Primark Deci-
sion Systems, an economic consulting group. 
‘‘But while no politician would want to 
admit it, the optimal debt for the United 
States is probably not zero. What that opti-
mal level should be, though—now that’s a 
subject for a real national debate.’’

Without question, reducing the debt cre-
ates a host of advantages for the United 
States. As the Treasury tames its appetite 
for borrowed money, it no longer competes 
with homeowners looking for mortgages, for 
example, or companies seeking to raise 
money. As a result, interest rates have more 
room to fall. 

And as the debt declines—Mr. Clinton’s 
projections show that it will fall below $3 
trillion in 2005, and below $2 trillion in 2009—
the amount of interest the Government pays 
each year goes down substantially, freeing 
up even more cash, while raising the na-
tional savings rate. That, in turn, helps to 
compensate for the free-spending ways of 
American consumers, who in these boom 
times are barely saving. 

‘‘That may be the biggest single advan-
tage,’’ one of Mr. Clinton’s senior economic 
advisers said toady. 

But a debt-free United States might create 
a more complex, and some say riskier, finan-
cial landscape worldwide.

For international investors, there is no 
safer place to put money than United States 
Treasury bonds. When the Asian economic 
crisis hit in 1997, and accelerated last year 
after the collapse of the Russian economy, 
investors around the world put their assets 
into United States Treasuries. These invest-
ments help make the dollar the world’s most 

popular ‘‘reserve currency,’’ the money other 
governments hold for economic security in 
their central banks. And they give the 
United States subtle but significant eco-
nomic clout around the world. 

If the Government stops long/term bor-
rowing, the money that becomes available 
may stay in the United States, invested, say, 
in mortgages or corporate debt. But if inves-
tors do not have the security of investing in 
United States Treasuries, they may be less 
interested in holding their cash in dollars, 
and that could affect the dollar’s value on 
world markets. 

Investors could put their money in another 
country’s treasury bonds—say those issued 
by the new European Central Bank or the 
Bank of Japan. But that requires taking a 
bet on the future of European and Japanese 
currencies, adding a significant risk to the 
investment. 

Whether any of this happens depends on a 
series of assumptions. The chief one is the 
future of the American economy. Mr. Clin-
ton’s projections, released today, assume 
that the American economy will grow be-
tween 2.1 percent and 2.6 percent a year for 
the next 15 years. The Administration made 
similar bets for the past seven years, and it 
was wrong every time. But the surprise was 
pleasant: the economy expanded far faster, 
and for far longer, than even the most opti-
mistic Government projections. 

The risk is that future errors could be in 
the opposite direction. That is what hap-
pened to Japan, which assumed that the suc-
cesses of the 1980’s would extend into the 
1990’s. It was the blunder of the decade, and 
Japan is mounting a huge debt as it tries to 
spend its way out of seven-year recession. 

‘‘These are difficult projections to make 
for even the next year or two,’’ Mr. Sinai 
said today, ‘‘And even more difficult for be-
yond that.’’ and the risk is accentuated be-
cause most of the paydown of the debt is to 
occur between 2010 and 2015, allowing plenty 
of time for economic and political mis-
calculation or happenstance. 

On the other hand, the Government is clos-
er to paying off the debts that really matter 
than even Mr. Clinton indicated today. While 
the debt clock reads $5.6 trillion, the figure 
that kicks around the United States Treas-
ury is less than half that: $2.77 trillion, when 
the amount of debt held by the Federal and 
state governments and the Federal Reserve 
is subtracted. Under the President’s projec-
tions, that debt will be paid off around 2011. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
f 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2000—Continued 

AMENDMENT NO. 1123, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

will shortly send a modified amend-
ment to the desk. In the time I have, 
let me speak on a topic I think is re-
lated to this bill. 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator from 
Minnesota yield? I have been advised 
by Senator MCCONNELL’s staff this has 
been cleared, the modification has been 
cleared. If the Senator from Minnesota 
wishes to send it to the desk we can 
have it accepted. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I send my modi-
fied amendment No. 1123 to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is modified. 

The amendment (No. 1123), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following new title: 
TITLE—INTERNATIONAL TRAFFICKING OF 

WOMEN AND CHILDREN VICTIM PRO-
TECTION 

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Inter-

national Trafficking of Women and Children 
Victim Reporting Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. ll02. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) The worldwide trafficking of persons 

has a disproportionate impact on women and 
girls and has been and continues to be con-
demned by the international community as a 
violation of fundamental human rights. 

(2) The fastest growing international traf-
ficking business is the trade in women, 
whereby women and girls seeking a better 
life, a good marriage, or a lucrative job 
abroad, unexpectedly find themselves in sit-
uations of forced prostitution, sweatshop 
labor, exploitative domestic servitude, or 
battering and extreme cruelty. 

(3) Trafficked women and children, girls 
and boys, are often subjected to rape and 
other forms of sexual abuse by their traf-
fickers and often held as virtual prisoners by 
their exploiters, made to work in slavery-
like conditions, in debt bondage without pay 
and against their will. 

(4) The President, the First Lady, the Sec-
retary of State, the President’s Interagency 
Council on Women, and the Agency for Inter-
national Development have all identified 
trafficking in women as a significant prob-
lem. 

(5) The Fourth World Conference on 
Women (Beijing Conference) called on all 
governments to take measures, including 
legislative measures, to provide better pro-
tection of the rights of women and girls in 
trafficking, to address the root factors that 
put women and girls at risk to traffickers, 
and to take measures to dismantle the na-
tional, regional, and international networks 
on trafficking. 

(6) The United Nations General Assembly, 
noting its concern about the increasing num-
ber of women and girls who are being victim-
ized by traffickers, passed a resolution in 
1998 calling upon all governments to crim-
inalize trafficking in women and girls in all 
its forms and to penalize all those offenders 
involved, while ensuring that the victims of 
these practices are not penalized. 

(7) Numerous treaties to which the United 
States is a party address government obliga-
tions to combat trafficking, including such 
treaties as the 1956 Supplementary Conven-
tion on the Abolition of Slavery, the Slave 
Trade and Institutions and Practices Similar 
to Slavery, which calls for the complete abo-
lition of debt bondage and servile forms of 
marriage, and the 1957 Abolition of Forced 
Labor Convention, which undertakes to sup-
press and requires signatories not to make 
use of any forced or compulsory labor. 
SEC. ll03. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this title are to condemn 
and combat the international crime of traf-
ficking in women and children and to assist 
the victims of this crime by authorizing an 
annual report of its findings to include the 
identification of foreign governments that 
tolerate or participate in trafficking and fail 
to cooperate with international efforts to 
prosecute perpetrators; 
SEC. ll04. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
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(1) TRAFFICKING.—The term ‘‘trafficking’’ 

means the use of deception, coercion, debt 
bondage, the threat of force, or the abuse of 
authority to recruit, transport within or 
across borders, purchase, sell, transfer, re-
ceive, or harbor a person for the purpose of 
placing or holding such person, whether for 
pay or not, in involuntary servitude, or slav-
ery or slavery-like conditions, or in forced, 
bonded, or coerced labor. 

(2) VICTIM OF TRAFFICKING.—The term ‘‘vic-
tim of trafficking’’ means any person sub-
jected to the treatment described in para-
graph (2). 
SEC. ll05. ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

Not later than March 1, 2000, the Secretary 
of State shall submit a report to Congress 
describing the status of international traf-
ficking, including—

(1) a list of foreign states where trafficking 
originates, passes through, or is a destina-
tion; and

(2) an assessment of the efforts by the gov-
ernments described in paragraph (1) to com-
bat trafficking. Such an assessment shall ad-
dress—

(A) whether governmental authorities tol-
erate or are involved in trafficking activi-
ties; 

(B) which governmental authorities are in-
volved in anti-trafficking activities; 

(C) what steps the government has taken 
toward ending the participation of its offi-
cials in trafficking; 

(D) what steps the government has taken 
to prosecute and investigate those officials 
found to be involved in trafficking; 

(E) what steps the government has taken 
to prohibit other individuals from partici-
pating in trafficking, including the inves-
tigation, prosecution, and conviction of indi-
viduals involved in trafficking, the criminal 
and civil penalties for trafficking, and the ef-
ficacy of those penalties on reducing or end-
ing trafficking; 

(F) what steps the government has taken 
to assist trafficking victims, including ef-
forts to prevent victims from being further 
victimized by police, traffickers, or others, 
grants of stays of deportation, and provision 
of humanitarian relief, including provision 
of mental and physical health care and shel-
ter; 

(G) whether the government is cooperating 
with governments of other countries to ex-
tradite traffickers when requested; 

(H) whether the government is assisting in 
international investigations of transnational 
trafficking networks; and 

(I) whether the government—
(i) refrains from prosecuting trafficking 

victims or refrains from other discrimina-
tory treatment towards trafficking victims 
due to such victims having been trafficked, 
or the nature of their work, or their having 
left the country illegally; and 

(ii) recognizes the rights of victims and en-
sures their access to justice. 

(c) REPORTING STANDARDS AND INVESTIGA-
TIONS.—

(1) RESPONSIBILITY OF THE SECRETARY OF 
STATE.—The Secretary of State shall ensure 
that United States missions abroad maintain 
a consistent reporting standard and thor-
oughly investigate reports of trafficking. 

(2) CONTACTS WITH NONGOVERNMENTAL OR-
GANIZATIONS.—In compiling data and assess-
ing trafficking for the Human Rights Report 
and the Annual Report, United States mis-
sion personnel shall seek out and maintain 
contacts with human rights and other non-
governmental organizations, including re-
ceiving reports and updates from such orga-
nizations, and, when appropriate, inves-
tigating such reports. 

SEC. ll06. PROTECTION OF TRAFFICKING VIC-
TIMS.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1123), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Vermont is recognized. 

Mr. LEAHY. I ask unanimous con-
sent it be in order the Senator from 
Rhode Island be recognized for the 5 
minutes prior to my recognition. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Rhode Island is 
recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1118 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I thank the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont 
for his graciousness in allowing me to 
speak. I rise today to express my oppo-
sition to the Brownback amendment 
which would implement the Silk Road 
Strategy Act of 1999. I urge my col-
leagues to support the second-degree 
amendment offered by Senators 
MCCONNELL, ABRAHAM, and SARBANES. I 
am also a cosponsor of the second-de-
gree amendment. 

The purpose of Senator BROWNBACK’s 
amendment is appropriate, in the sense 
he wants to provide assistance to inte-
grate the Caucasus, provide more co-
operation and collaboration between 
these countries. But what we have seen 
over the last several decades, really, 
has been the resistance, particularly by 
the Government of Azerbaijan and the 
Government of Turkey, to a coopera-
tive and collaborative relationship 
with the Government of Armenia. That 
is a polite way of saying they have 
been blockading Armenia for many 
years. 

In response to that blockade, we have 
passed, I think wisely, legislation in 
this Congress and preceding Congresses 
to prevent our cooperation with these 
countries unless they lift the blockade. 
It has been the only real way we have 
been able to put leverage upon the gov-
ernments of Turkey and Azerbaijan to 
recognize that a dialog, cooperation, 
collaboration, and regional harmony is 
necessary. 

The interesting and ironic point at 
this juncture is that our strategy 
seems to be working because for the 
first time, in the context of the NATO 
meetings here in Washington just a few 
weeks ago, the President of Armenia 
and the President of Azerbaijan had 
face-to-face meetings. 

Up until that time, the Azeris refused 
to even recognize, really, the Govern-

ment of Yerevan to have a constructive 
dialog. Now at the point where we are 
making progress, where we have a dia-
log initiated by the Azeris and the Ar-
menians, we are attempting to under-
cut that progress with this amendment 
which will essentially take all the pres-
sure off both the Azeris and the Turks 
in terms of their relationship with Ar-
menia and, in particular, the region of 
Nagorno-Karabakh. 

Nagorno-Karabakh has been for gen-
erations an area of concentrated Arme-
nian population but under the control 
of Azerbaijan. In 1988, Nagorno-
Karabakh seceded from Azerbaijan. 
There was warfare. Mercifully, the war-
fare has ceased, but this is still a fes-
tering point among the three coun-
tries—Nagorno-Karabakh, Armenia, 
and Azerbaijan. 

Again, if we are to make progress on 
this very critical issue, the issue of 
Nagorno-Karabakh, the issue of the 
general relationship among Armenia 
and its neighbors, Azerbaijan and Tur-
key, now is not the time to take off the 
one piece of leverage, section 907, 
which is giving the Azeris an incentive 
to go to the table, sit down, and talk 
and collaborate. 

I have had the privilege and the op-
portunity to travel to Armenia and to 
Nagorno-Karabakh. There is a sincere 
willingness to seek an understanding, 
to seek a cooperative arrangement 
with the Azeris, with the Turks. But 
that cannot happen unless there is a di-
alog. 

The dialog has started, but my fear is 
that if we adopt this measure, proposed 
with every good intention by the Sen-
ator from Kansas, we will undercut the 
progress we have made. We will send a 
strong message to the Azeris that they 
do not have to do anything, they do not 
have to talk to the Armenians, they do 
not have to do anything, because they 
now are unrestricted in terms of their 
type of diplomatic initiatives. 

It will be terribly unfortunate, and it 
will essentially undercut the motiva-
tion which I believe is compelling and 
moving this underlying amendment of 
the Senator from Kansas forward: the 
notion of regional dialog, regional co-
operation, regional collaboration. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Kentucky, because that is the 
only way we are going to keep both the 
Azeris and the Armenians at the table. 
We know from a long sweep of history, 
if two nations are talking, then there 
is hope. Once the dialog is over—and it 
will end if section 907 is repealed—we 
are going to see a much more hostile 
and threatening environment in the 
Caucasus, one which will not only im-
pact our relationship but also will be a 
threat to the stability of that region. 

I thank and commend the Senator 
from Kentucky, the Senator from 
Maryland, Mr. SARBANES, Senator 
ABRAHAM from Michigan, and those 
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who are standing up and saying, now 
that we are making progress, now that 
we finally have a dialog between the 
President of Azerbaijan and the Presi-
dent of Armenia, do not take away the 
motivation for that dialog; let’s con-
tinue to talk; let’s continue to work 
for peace in this area. 

I yield back any time to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Rhode Island 
for his comments. We appreciate his 
support on this most important amend-
ment. We certainly hope the Senate 
will approve the second-degree amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1123, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that it be in order 
for the Senator from Minnesota to fur-
ther modify his amendment, which was 
adopted just a few minutes ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment will be so modified. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I send the modi-
fication to the desk. I thank both Sen-
ator LEAHY and Senator MCCONNELL 
for their support. This is the first time 
we are going to have such a report. It 
is going to be very important to the 
human rights community and the law 
enforcement community. It will have a 
stigmatizing effect on countries in-
volved in this, and it is going to make 
a huge difference from the point of 
human rights. 

The amendment (No. 1123), as further 
modified, is as follows:

On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following new title: 
TITLE—INTERNATIONAL TRAFFICKING OF 

WOMEN AND CHILDREN VICTIM PRO-
TECTION 

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Inter-

national Trafficking of Women and Children 
Victim Reporting Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. ll02. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this title are to condemn 
and combat the international crime of traf-
ficking in women and children and to assist 
the victims of this crime by requiring an an-
nual report including the identification of 
foreign governments that tolerate or partici-
pate in trafficking and fail to cooperate with 
international efforts to prosecute perpetra-
tors. 
SEC. ll03. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) TRAFFICKING.—The term ‘‘trafficking’’ 

means the use of deception, coercion, debt 
bondage, the threat of force, or the abuse of 
authority to recruit, transport within or 
across borders, purchase, sell, transfer, re-
ceive, or harbor a person for the purpose of 
placing or holding such person, whether for 
pay or not, in involuntary servitude, or slav-
ery or slavery-like conditions, or in forced, 
bonded, or coerced labor. 

(2) VICTIM OF TRAFFICKING.—The term ‘‘vic-
tim of trafficking’’ means any person sub-
jected to the treatment described in para-
graph (2). 
SEC. ll04. ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

(a) Not later than March 1, 2000, the Sec-
retary of State, shall submit a report to Con-

gress describing the status of international 
trafficking, including—

(1) a list of foreign states where trafficking 
originates, passes through, or is a destina-
tion; and

(2) an assessment of the efforts by the gov-
ernments described in paragraph (1) to com-
bat trafficking. Such an assessment shall ad-
dress—

(A) whether governmental authorities tol-
erate or are involved in trafficking activi-
ties; 

(B) which governmental authorities are in-
volved in anti-trafficking activities; 

(C) what steps the government has taken 
toward ending the participation of its offi-
cials in trafficking; 

(D) what steps the government has taken 
to prosecute and investigate those officials 
found to be involved in trafficking; 

(E) what steps the government has taken 
to prohibit other individuals from partici-
pating in trafficking, including the inves-
tigation, prosecution, and conviction of indi-
viduals involved in trafficking, the criminal 
and civil penalties for trafficking, and the ef-
ficacy of those penalties on reducing or end-
ing trafficking; 

(F) what steps the government has taken 
to assist trafficking victims, including ef-
forts to prevent victims from being further 
victimized by police, traffickers, or others, 
grants of stays of deportation, and provision 
of humanitarian relief, including provision 
of mental and physical health care and shel-
ter; 

(G) whether the government is cooperating 
with governments of other countries to ex-
tradite traffickers when requested; 

(H) whether the government is assisting in 
international investigations of transnational 
trafficking networks; and 

(I) whether the government—
(i) refrains from prosecuting trafficking 

victims or refrains from other discrimina-
tory treatment towards trafficking victims 
due to such victims having been trafficked, 
or the nature of their work, or their having 
left the country illegally; and 

(ii) recognizes the rights of victims and en-
sures their access to justice. 

(b) CONTACTS WITH NONGOVERNMENTAL OR-
GANIZATIONS.—In compiling data and assess-
ing trafficking for the State Departments 
Annual Human Rights Report and the report 
referred to in subsection (a), United States 
mission personnel shall consult with human 
rights and other appropriate nongovern-
mental organizations, including receiving re-
ports and updates from such organizations, 
and, when appropriate, investigating such re-
ports. 
SEC. ll06. PROTECTION OF TRAFFICKING VIC-

TIMS. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
f 

JUVENILE JUSTICE BILL 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we have 

an adage: Where there is a will, there is 
a way. Often that seems to embody 
how legislation is passed by this Con-
gress. Of course the question always is 
what is the will, and what is the way? 
We should look no further than the pri-
ority being put on two separate pieces 
of legislation: S. 254, the juvenile jus-
tice bill, and H.R. 775, the Y2K bill. If 
one looks at that, one sees how the will 
and the way work around here. 

The Hatch-Leahy juvenile justice 
bill, S. 254, passed the Senate after 2 

weeks of open debate, after a number of 
votes, and after significant improve-
ments on May 20. The Senate passed it 
by a strong bipartisan vote of 73–25. 

On June 17, the other body passed its 
version of this legislation but chose 
not to take up the Senate bill and in-
sert its language, which is the standard 
practice. Nor has the Republican lead-
ership in the House made any effort to 
seek a House-Senate conference or ap-
point conferees. 

When there are differences in legisla-
tion passed by each House, the normal 
order is for House and Senate conferees 
to work these differences out in con-
ference, but we cannot do that unless 
they appoint conferees. 

The majority in the other body is 
taking a break even before our July 4 
recess. They are taking no steps to pro-
ceed to conference on the juvenile jus-
tice bill or toward the appointment of 
conferees. Indeed, despite statements 
by the Speaker of the House earlier 
this week, the House majority leader is 
now reported to be planning to delay 
the completion of this bill for months. 
This delay is costing us valuable time 
in getting this juvenile justice legisla-
tion enacted before school resumes this 
fall. This is just plain wrong.

Every parent in this country is con-
cerned this summer about school vio-
lence over the last two years and wor-
ried about the situation they will con-
front this fall. Each one of us wants to 
do something to stop this violence. 
There is no single cause and no single 
legislative solution that will cure the 
ill of youth violence in our schools or 
in our streets. But we have an oppor-
tunity before us to do our part. It is 
unfortunate that the majority is not 
moving full speed ahead to seize this 
opportunity to act on balanced, effec-
tive juvenile justice legislation. 

We should not repeat the delays that 
happened in the last Congress on the 
juvenile justice legislation. In the 105th 
Congress, the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee reported juvenile justice legis-
lation in July 1997, but it was then left 
to languish for over a year until the 
very end of that Congress. In fact, seri-
ous efforts to make improvements to 
this bill did not even occur until the 
last weeks of that Congress, when it 
was too late and we ran out of time. 

The experience of the last Congress 
causes me to be wary of this delay in 
action on the juvenile justice legisla-
tion this year. I want to be assured 
that a House-Senate conference on this 
legislation is fair, full, and productive. 

At the end of the last Congress, the 
majority staged what appeared to be a 
procedural ambush to move a one-sided 
bill forward in a way that precluded 
full and open debate and amendment. I 
certainly hope that the current delay 
in action on this year’s juvenile crime 
bill is not an attempt to concoct an-
other procedure ambush. 

We have worked hard in the Senate 
for a strong bipartisan juvenile justice 
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bill. I will be vigilant in working to 
maintain this bipartisanship and to 
press for action on this important leg-
islation. We know if we have the will, 
there is a way. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the Senator 
from Vermont yield for a question? 

Mr. LEAHY. I yield without losing 
my right to the floor. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the ranking 
member on the Judiciary Committee. I 
could not agree more with his remarks. 
We worked hard on this bill. We de-
serve for it to be heard. We do not de-
serve—the American people do not de-
serve—for it to be shoved under a car-
pet to pop out sometime unknown per-
haps when it cannot be debated. 

I ask the Senator this question: Does 
it seem unreasonable, given his years 
of experience in the Senate—and I 
know we worked on criminal justice 
matters when I was in the House—does 
it seem unreasonable for us to have a 
goal, for the American people to sort of 
set the goal, or agree with us in the 
goal, that the juvenile justice bill, in-
cluding provisions such as closing the 
gun show loophole, which this body 
passed, be on the President’s desk by 
the day school resumes, by Labor Day 
of next September? Does that seem to 
be a reasonable timetable and a reason-
able request for people who are inter-
ested in debating the issues and seeing 
that we do something to close the gun 
show loophole? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I say to 
my friend from New York, it is reason-
able to move forward on it. These are 
issues the American people care about. 
They do care about the gun show loop-
holes on gun sales, certainly after the 
tragedy of Columbine. They do care 
about a number of the issues that are 
in the juvenile justice bill. The Senate 
reflected that by passing it 73–25. This 
is a 3-to-1 vote in the Senate. 

I say to my friend from New York, 
when he served in the other body, he 
and I were on a number of conference 
committees together. We knew we 
would have major criminal justice bills 
come in one distinct form from the 
Senate and one distinct form from the 
House, but we moved quickly in the 
conferences, sometimes going all night 
long. In fact, I can remember a couple 
that went all night long, 2 or 3 nights 
in a row, to complete our work because 
we knew we were dealing with criminal 
justice matters, matters about which 
the American people have great con-
cern. But we did it. 

So I say to my friend from New York, 
in answer to his question, that this is 
wrong. This is wrong that we are not 
moving forward to immediately con-
ference the Hatch-Leahy juvenile jus-
tice bill. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Senator 

from New York for his concern and his 
leadership on these matters. He was 
one of the leaders—in fact, oftentimes 

on the floor he was the leader—on 
these issues, including closing gun 
loopholes. I was looking forward to, 
and am looking forward to, his exper-
tise and his work when we do get to 
conference. He and I are ready to go to 
conference. I am prepared to have him 
in there to help me in that conference, 
because these are major issues. 

But at some time or another the 
American people expect us to vote one 
way or the other. Some Senators will 
vote against our position. Some House 
Members will vote against our posi-
tion. Some will vote for it. I do not as-
cribe motives to them, but I say, that 
you either vote for or against some-
thing. You do not vote maybe. And the 
Congress is being forced to vote maybe. 

This is a sharp contrast to the pace 
of action on the Y2K bill. The Y2K bill 
provides special legal protections to 
businesses. After earlier action in the 
House on H.R. 775, the Y2K liability 
limitations bill passed the Senate on 
June 15, 1999. That was about 1 month 
after the Senate passed the Hatch-
Leahy juvenile justice bill. 

On June 16, the day after Senate ac-
tion on the Y2K bill, the Senate asked 
for a House-Senate conference and ap-
pointed conferees. In fact, I am one of 
them. The House responded by agreeing 
to the conference and appointed its 
conferees a few days later, on June 24. 
Then we immediately went to con-
ference. The conference met that same 
day, the same day the House appointed 
its conferees. 

After a weekend break for extensive 
negotiations with the White House, the 
conference report on the Y2K liability 
limitations bill was filed yesterday, 
June 29. I expect the House and Senate 
will be taking up the conference report 
almost immediately, and the Y2K li-
ability limitations bill will probably 
see final passage this week. 

It is interesting that this is a busi-
ness-lobbied-for issue and that thing 
zips through here; it zips through here 
at warp speed. I can almost see the leg-
islative clerk saying: We want warp 5, 
Scottie. And, by golly, we are going to 
have it. 

I should also note, this Y2K liability 
limitations bill is industry’s second 
bite at the apple to gain protections 
against liability to customers and con-
sumers. If all goes as expected, in less 
than a year’s time, big business will 
have successfully lobbied for the pas-
sage of two major pieces of legislation 
to protect themselves against any ac-
countability for actions or losses their 
products may cause to consumers. 

Last year, I joined with Senator 
HATCH to introduce and pass into law a 
consensus bill known as the Year 2000 
Information and Readiness Disclosure 
Act. This legislation passed both the 
House and the Senate by unanimous 
consent on October 8, 1998. When we 
took this action, requested last year, 
we acted in good faith, we acted in rec-

ognition of the fears of industry, but 
we did it in a balanced way that con-
tinued to protect consumers and the 
rights of all Americans. The House and 
Senate accepted that unanimously, and 
the White House signed it. 

Notwithstanding that bipartisan 
piece of legislation, notwithstanding 
the unanimity we sought, we see this 
year where business fears are being re-
constituted for the basis of greater and 
greater demands for special legal pro-
tections for potential Y2K defendants. 
Special business interests have come 
back to Congress with new demands, 
and there has been swift action. 

But by contrast to this swift action 
to help business by limiting their po-
tential liability in the Y2K bill at the 
expense of American consumers, in 
contrast to jumping immediately to do 
whatever the business lobby wanted, 
we find now that those who should be 
appointing conferees in the House are 
not doing that, they are dragging their 
feet on moving to appoint conferees on 
the juvenile justice bill. 

The juvenile justice bill is not de-
signed as a protection to businesses 
that may have made mistakes in the 
computers they sell to people. No. The 
juvenile justice bill is intended to 
make a difference in the lives of our 
children and our families. I guess chil-
dren and families do not have the 
power and the lobbying clout that 
some of these major businesses do. I 
guess they do not have PACs. They do 
not give major contributions. They do 
not go to the big fundraisers. All they 
are, are families trying to raise their 
children and send them to school safe-
ly; so the House majority is not going 
to move rapidly on a juvenile justice 
bill. 

As Senators, as House Members, as 
human beings, that should have been 
our No. 1 priority. We should have 
brought this to conference. We should 
have concluded it by now so that the 
new programs and protections for 
schoolchildren could be in place when 
school resumes this fall. At the rate we 
are going, we guarantee that children 
will be going back to school without 
the protections that three-quarters of 
the Members of the Senate, Democrats 
and Republicans alike, voted for; we 
guarantee that the promise we held out 
here in the Senate to protect the chil-
dren who have to go to school, to pro-
tect their families, to protect this 
country, the promise we held out to 
them is a hollow promise, because the 
House of Representatives, and their 
leadership, the Speaker and the major-
ity leader, are saying: We’re not going 
to get to this bill; we’re not going to 
have conferees. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. LEAHY. Yes, for a question, or I 
will lose my right to the floor. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I have listened care-
fully to what the Senator has said. I 
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must say, I am in total agreement with 
the Senator. 

As I understand the parliamentary 
situation, rather than follow the usual 
procedure, where we have legislation 
that has passed the House and the Sen-
ate, and then we go to the conference, 
and then the conference comes back 
and we have an opportunity to evalu-
ate what was in the conference, but 
then we have at least some resolution 
to the issue, this process and this par-
liamentary gymnastics, which the 
leadership on both sides, evidently, 
were a part of, effectively, as I under-
stand what the Senator is saying, if I 
understand the parliamentary situa-
tion, basically undermines in a very 
significant and important way the 
work that was done here in the Senate 
in terms of trying to help families deal 
with the problems of violence in their 
communities, violence in their schools, 
and also to deal with the law enforce-
ment issue in terms of the gun show 
loophole. 

I believe I am correct, am I not, in 
understanding what the Senator has 
represented here this afternoon? Am I 
correct? 

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator from Mas-
sachusetts is absolutely right. The 
Senator from Massachusetts, of course, 
is one of those who was on the floor 
day after day, hour after hour, helping 
us craft this bill and getting it 
through. A former chairman of the Ju-
diciary Committee, he has been a lead-
er on juvenile justice issues for the bet-
ter part of four decades. We greatly ap-
preciate all that he contributes each 
day and all that he contributed again 
this year to the Senate juvenile justice 
bill that we were able to pass with such 
a strong bipartisan majority. 

The Senator from Massachusetts, 
from his experience—longer experience 
than I have had in this body—is aware 
that when we have had these major 
pieces of criminal justice or juvenile 
justice legislation or any major justice 
legislation, we have gone to conference 
and we have worked out the dif-
ferences. He also knows, as I do, if we 
refuse to do that, it, in effect, kills leg-
islation—legislation that passed here 
in a bipartisan fashion. I share the con-
cerns that the Senator from Massachu-
setts has. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I am just wondering 
if the Senator could give us some in-
sight. It took us 9 days to work out an 
agreement with the Republican leader-
ship in order to permit the Senate to 
consider what we know as the Patients’ 
Bill of Rights when we return from the 
Fourth of July recess, to dispose of 
that. What we saw during that time 
was every type of parliamentary ma-
neuver in order to deny the will of the 
Senate on that particular issue. 

Now we have, as a result of the lead-
ership, both the majority and minority 
leadership, an opportunity to address 
those issues when we return. 

It seems to me we are seeing a simi-
lar effort by the leadership to deny the 
Senate the ability to express itself on 
an issue that is affecting children, an 
issue affecting violence in our schools 
and our local communities. Effectively, 
the rules of the Senate are being used 
in order to deny the Senate the reason-
able chance to express itself. 

Is that basically the bottom line, 
when all is said and done; we are seeing 
a parliamentary maneuver to try and 
effectively undermine what has been 
the considered judgment of this body? 
We are being put back, effectively, to 
ground zero in terms of this issue? 

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator from Mas-
sachusetts is absolutely right. Unlike 
the Y2K bill and other things, where 
there is a rush to complete congres-
sional action on it, this is something 
where it appears, especially in the 
other body, that the parents and the 
children of this country do not have a 
voice. No matter what other legislative 
issues are going on, the conference 
could have been meeting if the House 
had just proceeded to take the normal 
steps needed and appointed conferees. 

The majority leader of the House of 
Representatives has said they are not 
going to appoint conferees, certainly 
not any time in the near future. We 
have been ready to go forward at any 
time, the members of the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee. But if there are not 
going to be conferees, this bill is in 
limbo. 

So you had the hopes of the parents 
of this country, the hopes that the 
schoolchildren had following the pas-
sage by the Senate of a good juvenile 
justice bill, that maybe we are coming 
to grips on at least some aspects of ju-
venile violence. Those hopes are dashed 
because when the matter is finally 
taken up by the other body, they say: 
Wait a minute, we don’t have to have 
any votes on this. 

I am privileged to participate in leg-
islative action on the floor of the Sen-
ate. We Senators ought to run the Sen-
ate, not a powerful lobby. I say the 
same to the other body. They ought to 
stand up and speak for their constitu-
ents and not become mouthpieces for a 
powerful lobby, but that is what has 
happened. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. 
I see on the floor our friend and col-
league from New Jersey, Senator LAU-
TENBERG, who made a gallant fight on 
the floor of the Senate in terms of re-
ducing the availability and the accessi-
bility of guns to children in this coun-
try and also to those of the criminal 
element. It was a hard-fought battle. 
The Senate expressed its will. That is 
the way this body should act. 

Now, with a parliamentary maneu-
ver, the leadership that was strongly 
opposed to those provisions has been 
basically able, at least for the time 
being, to undermine what has been de-
bated, discussed, and acted on here in 
the Senate. 

I thank the Senator from Vermont 
for bringing this matter to our atten-
tion. I thank, again, the Senator from 
New Jersey and the Senator from Cali-
fornia, both of whom I am sure share 
our frustration with this parliamen-
tary maneuver. 

I think at some time in the Senate, a 
body that has a very proud tradition of 
permitting people to express their 
judgment and to make a determination 
to deal with public business, at some 
time we are going to learn the lesson 
that you can’t constantly undermine 
what is the regular order, which is the 
reason why this body was established; 
that is, for Senators to be able to ex-
press their will. I think we are seeing 
another way and means of corrupting 
the purpose that the Founding Fathers 
intended. I think it is enormously re-
grettable. 

I assure the Senator from Vermont, 
we will work very closely with him to 
try to remedy this situation in any 
way that we can. I thank the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I totally 
concur with what the distinguished 
senior Senator from Massachusetts has 
said. He was a leader who worked with 
us to design the Senate-passed bill. 

All of us, whether we are parents or 
grandparents or teachers or policy-
makers, we are puzzling over the 
causes of children turning violent in 
this country. We know that the root 
causes are likely multifaceted. We 
know there is no one cause. There is no 
one magic solution. 

I believe the Hatch-Leahy juvenile 
justice bill is a firm and significant 
step in the right direction. The passage 
of that bill showed that when Senators 
roll up their sleeves and get to work, 
we can make significant progress. And 
we did. Senators were on the floor, 
they were in conferences in the cloak-
room and off the floor. We worked ex-
tremely hard to come together. We had 
some false steps at the beginning, but 
we finally came together when we 
passed a piece of legislation 73 to 25. 

That took a lot of work. We had con-
servatives and liberals and moderates 
holding hands on a number of issues to 
make it work because we cared about 
the children of this country. That 
progress does not do any good if the 
House and Senate do not come together 
in a conference. 

I yield for a question to my friend 
from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Senator 
from Vermont for his leadership on the 
juvenile justice bill, all parts of it. I 
see the Senator from New Jersey has 
come to engage also in some conversa-
tion. 

I ask the Senator from Vermont, be-
cause when you read a book that says 
how a bill becomes a law, it seems very 
simple in many ways. It says a bill 
passes the Senate or the House. Then it 
goes to the second House. If it started 
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in the House, it goes to the Senate. 
Then there is a conference where the 
differences are ironed out. Then the 
bill goes over to the President. 

When we passed this bill—and my 
friend pointed out the overwhelming 
margin with which it was passed—the 
country really celebrated because for 
the first time in a long time we passed 
some sensible laws. 

The question that I have for my 
friend is as follows: After the Senate 
walked hand in hand, people on both 
sides of the aisle, to an overwhelming 
vote, with three-quarters of the Senate 
voting to pass this juvenile justice bill, 
which included the Lautenberg amend-
ment that closed the gun show loop-
holes—we remember that it was very 
close; the Vice President cast the tying 
vote—the people of this country were 
very relieved. At least they certainly 
were in California. They said: Thank 
goodness you are doing something rel-
evant. They assumed we were making 
progress. 

Then the bill goes over to the House, 
and as I remember it—and I would like 
the Senator from Vermont to tell me if 
I am correct on this—no sensible gun 
control was passed at all. Everything 
was killed. What remained was just the 
part that dealt with juvenile justice, 
not the part that talked about sensible 
gun laws because they separated those 
out. 

If we are to have any closing of the 
gun show loophole that Senator LAU-
TENBERG fought so hard for, that the 
Vice President came over here to cast 
the tie-breaking vote for, which says, 
yes, we will do background checks to 
make sure that felons don’t get guns 
and people with mental illness don’t 
get guns and children don’t get guns, 
we want that, the only hope, is it not 
so, lies in a conference where the Sen-
ate bill will be presented side by side 
with the House bill and the conversa-
tion will proceed and we will come up 
with a bill? 

By not appointing conferees, is my 
friend implying that at the moment it 
means zero progress on this whole issue 
of juvenile justice and sensible gun 
laws and, perhaps, if it continues long 
enough, when the kids go back to 
school they will have no benefit from 
this fine bill? Is that what my friend is 
saying—that this is another way to at 
least temporarily kill this bill? 

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator from Cali-
fornia is correct. She has described the 
bill very well, as she always does, and 
where we are in the legislative process. 
She has had both a distinguished ca-
reer in the other body and here. She 
understands what has happened. 

It was not an easy thing passing the 
Hatch-Leahy juvenile justice bill here 
in the Senate. We had a very difficult 
time. It evolved. But interestingly 
enough—and I have been here 25 
years—I have rarely seen an occasion 
where the American public became in-

volved and more fully aware of what 
was happening. 

I must say, initially, much of the 
news media did not even cover it. The 
American people became aware 
through C-SPAN and through all the 
discussions on the Internet and 
through the radio. And then, more and 
more, they realized what was hap-
pening and what was at stake. 

I do not know how many people are 
aware of this discussion we are having 
right now. I will guarantee you that it 
will be on web sites and on the Inter-
net, though, because the American 
public is concerned about this. 

The Senator from California, the 
Senator from New Jersey, and others, 
will remember that as calls started 
coming into Senators’ offices, the de-
bate started shifting. This was one of 
those all too rare occasions where the 
American public went beyond having 
the debate interpreted for them and 
started watching what was actually 
happening in the debate and contrib-
uting and participating themselves. 

The Hatch-Leahy legislation passed 
because the American people were pay-
ing attention and because they were 
concerned, and votes started changing, 
positions started changing. That is 
why this body came together by a 3-to-
1 vote and passed the Hatch-Leahy leg-
islation, a good piece of juvenile jus-
tice legislation, because the American 
people paid attention and knew some-
thing could be done. 

Now it has been blocked in the other 
body. Why? Perhaps because that is the 
only way this legislation can be 
stopped—it won’t be stopped by a vote 
in the Senate. Senators have said how 
they will vote. The only way it can be 
stopped is if the other body refuses to 
bring it up, and the way they refuse to 
bring it up is by refusing to appoint 
conferees. 

(Mr. BUNNING assumed the Chair.) 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Will the Senator 

yield for a question? 
Mr. LEAHY. Certainly. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I know that the 

Senator from Vermont very much 
shares this view, despite the fact that 
gun ownership is a popular thing in the 
State of Vermont where a lot of people 
hunt and a lot of people collect guns. 
But I believe it is fair to say, is it not, 
that in the State of Vermont, despite 
the abundant number of guns you have 
there, violent crime is a relatively 
small factor? Is that the case? 

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator from New 
Jersey is right. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Therefore, does 
Vermont have laws that require review 
of applications to buy guns and require 
people to get permits to buy guns? 

Mr. LEAHY. No, other than the Fed-
eral law, the Brady law. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. The Federal law. 
So they are in adherence, obviously, to 
the Federal law? 

Mr. LEAHY. That is right. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I wonder if the 
Senator is aware of the fact that we 
had a long struggle, which the Senator 
from Vermont and I participated in, to 
get the Brady law into place and to try 
to retain the review of applicants to 
buy guns, to be continued under the na-
tional instant check system. I wonder 
if the Senator has seen the pieces re-
cently about the fact that the FBI, 
even with a 3-day business period avail-
able to them, does not have enough 
time to control every one of the deci-
sions that is made to enable someone 
to buy a gun. 

Mr. LEAHY. I have seen that, and I 
have seen the results in some places 
where those who should not get guns 
have gotten them because there has 
not been enough time to make the 
checks. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I know the Sen-
ator keeps abreast of things, especially 
affecting justice, especially affecting 
juveniles. I inquire of the Senator as to 
whether or not he knows that where 
more than 1,700 guns, gun purchases, 
were denied to prohibited buyers, un-
stable felons and criminals have been 
allowed to buy guns because they were 
unable to thoroughly check the back-
grounds before the guns were sold. Is 
the Senator aware of that? 

Mr. LEAHY. No. But I am aware of 
the fact that the Senator from New 
Jersey is one of the experts on this 
issue. He has studied it as much or 
more than any other person in this 
body. If he says those are the numbers, 
I am willing to accept them. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I appreciate 
that. I don’t know whether the Senator 
is further aware that since the Brady 
bill was put into place in March of 1994, 
over 400,000 illegal gun sales have been 
blocked—over 400,000 illegal gun sales 
have been blocked as a result of the 
Brady bill being in place. 

Mr. LEAHY. I was aware of that 
number. It is a very significant num-
ber. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. The Senator is 
aware, I am sure, that I had the privi-
lege of authoring the domestic violence 
prohibition for guns to be available to 
those who had been convicted of mis-
demeanors, in marital and home dis-
putes. Over 13,000 gun permits have 
been denied under the law that I au-
thored at the end of 1996, which kept 
those people from being able to buy 
guns. I don’t know if the Senator is 
aware of the extent of that number, 
but it is 13,000. 

The fact of the matter is that, in con-
junction with that, we know that 
roughly 150,000 times a year a gun is 
put to a woman’s head in front of her 
children, or in the privacy of a discus-
sion between the two of them, and the 
threat is made: I will blow your head 
off. 

Is the Senator aware of the fact that 
there are forces at play here that 
refuse to permit us to have sensible 
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gun violence control? I didn’t say gun 
control; I said gun violence control. 

Mr. LEAHY. I say to the Senator 
from New Jersey, apparently those 
forces, at least at this point, have suc-
ceeded in the other body, and that is 
why we are not having conferees ap-
pointed and proceeding to a prompt 
conference, because they know if there 
were a conference and if the public re-
sponds as it did during the debate on 
the Hatch-Leahy bill originally, that 
conference may pass out legislation 
that they might not like, especially as 
it relates to controlling gun violence. I 
think that is one of the reasons why we 
have not seen that. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I ask the Sen-
ator this question. The Senator from 
Vermont has had abundant experience 
as a prosecutor in the law since he was 
able to start his profession, the distin-
guished career in the Senate. 

What will it take, in the Senator’s 
mind, to finally say to the American 
public that we get your message? We 
understand that you want to protect 
your children. And while people have 
the right to bear arms, people have the 
right to bear children and send them to 
school hoping and believing that they 
are going to get home safely. When, I 
ask the Senator, does he think that 
message will get through these, I will 
call them ‘‘hollow halls,’’ so that peo-
ple will believe that they can send 
their children or their loved ones to 
the workplace or to school or to the 
streets without being gunned down by 
someone who shouldn’t have a gun? 

Mr. LEAHY. It will only come, I say 
to my friend from New Jersey, when we 
realize that our children and our fami-
lies are far more precious to us than 
votes or campaign contributions. The 
Senator from Vermont was long ago 
clear on that point. My wife, my chil-
dren—my family—are far more impor-
tant to me than any votes, any office, 
any lobbyist, any pressure, any favors, 
any campaign contributions, or any-
thing else. I think most families in this 
country feel the same way—that the 
family is the most precious thing pos-
sible to them. 

In this body we passed legislation 
that might protect those families. We 
see the response on the other side of 
the Capitol of symbolism instead of 
substance, of speeches or feel-good so-
lutions. We cast the tough votes here. 
The Senator from New Jersey made 
sure that we did. 

On this issue especially, can we not 
stand up and say our families are more 
important, our children are more im-
portant, our grandchildren are more 
important, and all of that is more im-
portant than a powerful lobby? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I see the 
distinguished senior Senator from 
Utah, the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee, a coauthor of the Hatch-
Leahy-Biden-Sessions-Feinstein juve-
nile justice bill on the floor. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I thank 

my colleague. I have been very in-
trigued and interested in the remarks 
that have been made. I just want ev-
erybody to know that I want to go to 
conference on this bill. 

The Hatch-Leahy-Biden-Sessions-
Feinstein bill is a very important bill. 
We all know it. We all know it is im-
portant. We all know that we need to 
pass it this year. 

Let me just say this: Leadership will, 
in my opinion, appoint conferees in 
July because I believe we have to do 
this. 

I met just this week with leaders in 
both the House and the Senate—the 
majority leader in the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House. I know the in-
tention is to appoint conferees and to 
have this matter resolved. My hope is 
that we will pass a conference report 
before the August recess. 

No one wants this bill more than I 
do. It is an important bill. 

To hear some of my colleagues speak, 
though, you would think that 99 per-
cent of this bill is a gun control bill. I 
would say that a very small part of it 
involves guns, and the rest of it ad-
dresses in a serious way the very im-
portant issues we must confront re-
garding juvenile violence and juvenile 
justice. These are the truly critical 
parts of this bill. 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. HATCH. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I agree 
with the point that the Senator from 
Utah has made. There are an awful lot 
of things in the Senate-passed bill be-
sides guns. There are some very major 
changes in the handling of juvenile 
crimes, especially juvenile violent 
crimes, and matters relating to the re-
lationship between the Federal Govern-
ment and State governments. There 
are some very significant things that 
should not be overlooked and will be a 
part of the debate. 

I was wondering if the Senator from 
Utah knows when the other body will 
appoint conferees and how quickly we 
might appoint conferees? 

Mr. HATCH. My feeling is that they 
will appoint conferees in July—both 
leaders of the House and the Senate, 
the floor leaders—perhaps prior to the 
recess. My goal is to have this con-
ference report voted on before we go 
out on the August recess; if not, then 
as soon as we can after we get back, 
but I hope before the August recess. 

Mr. LEAHY. I also hope, I might 
add—and I will not interrupt the Sen-
ator again—that we are able to come to 
a conclusion and agreement on legisla-
tion that can be signed into law prior 
to the beginning of the school year. 

Mr. HATCH. It would be great if we 
could do that. That is my goal. 

I thank my colleague for being will-
ing to stand up on that point with me. 

I voted against the Lautenberg 
amendment. I voted against it twice. 
Neither of those votes on Lautenberg 
won a majority of the Senate. But it fi-
nally passed with the tie-breaking vote 
of Vice President GORE. 

Still, I voted for the final bill. I have 
repeatedly made clear my desire to 
pass this bill. This is not an empty ex-
ercise for me. This is an important bill. 
So there is no question about that. 

Let me just say this: We have had a 
lot of crying, moaning, and groaning 
about background checks at gun shows. 

Let’s just stop and think about it. If 
we had not had Brady, which required a 
5-day waiting period, if we had not had 
this new demand for a 3-day waiting 
period, we could have already had a re-
sponsible system in place. We spent so 
much time on 3- to 5-day waiting peri-
ods that we haven’t gotten the instant 
check system in place throughout the 
country. In other words, we haven’t 
concentrated enough efforts on imple-
menting the one thing that will really 
help us to identify and weed out the 
felons and others who are disqualified 
to purchase guns in the first place. 

Some would rather concentrate their 
efforts on this phony waiting period 
issue than address the real problem of 
identifying those who aren’t allowed to 
own a firearm. The reason they would 
rather address the phony issue of a 3-
day waiting period at gun shows is be-
cause gun shows only take place for 3 
days. If you have a 3-day delay, it 
means basically there won’t be any 
more gun shows. 

What does that mean? This is pretty 
important stuff. 

If you do not have the gun shows 
where legitimate, private sellers of 
guns can come and sell their weapons 
with appropriate background checks, 
which everybody in this body is willing 
to do—I have led the fight to do it—if 
you do not allow that to happen, then 
the private sellers of weapons are going 
to go into the streets, and those guns 
will all be sold on what will then be a 
much larger black market for guns. 

We have that already in our society. 
We ought to minimize it. The best way 
to do it is to have legitimate gun 
shows. There are some 4,000 of them in 
this country—legitimate gun shows 
where we have legitimate background 
checks that are done within a 24-hour 
period. And that will never happen as 
long as we keep playing political 
games, and seeking the political advan-
tage that some people think they get 
by talking about 1 day, 2 days, or 3 day 
waiting periods. 

The key is to get an effective instant 
check system in place so we absolutely 
instantly can tell whether the pur-
chaser of this weapon is somebody who 
is legitimately entitled to purchase the 
weapon. 

Having said all of that, having made 
it very clear that we intend to have 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:23 Oct 04, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00026 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S30JN9.000 S30JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 14831June 30, 1999
conferees on this matter and that we 
intend to put this matter to bed, hope-
fully before the August recess, a lot de-
pends on cooperation from the other 
side. 

As we know, we have lost a week and 
a half because of delays on the other 
side because they want their legisla-
tion considered on their terms, regard-
less of how important the appropria-
tions bills are. We have had inter-
ference after interference on getting 
the work of the Senate done. 

And as important as all of that is, I 
think it is important that the Amer-
ican people know that the juvenile jus-
tice bill is about a lot more than guns. 
That is a minuscule part of the bill. We 
are talking about prevention and en-
forcement and assistance to local and 
State governments. 

S. 254, the Senate-passed bill, pro-
vides an infusion of funds to State and 
local authorities to combat juvenile 
crime. 

S. 254 provides approximately $1.1 bil-
lion annually to fight juvenile crime 
and prevent juvenile delinquency. 

We have $500 million for a juvenile 
accountability incentive block grant. 

States can use this grant to imple-
ment graduated sentencing sanctions 
which intervene early with appropriate 
penalties, so that at the first signs of 
delinquent or antisocial behavior take 
firm steps to get these kids back on the 
right track. They can build detention 
facilities for juvenile offenders, test ju-
venile offenders for drugs upon arrest, 
and require juvenile offenders to com-
plete school or vocational training, 
among other reforms. 

S. 254 provides a 25-percent earmark 
of the juvenile accountability block 
grant for drug treatment, school coun-
seling, and crime prevention. These are 
important, significant grants. They far 
supersede this almost feckless debate 
about guns. 

The Hatch-Leahy amendment pro-
vides $50 million for the States for ju-
venile judges, public defenders, and 
probation officers to reduce the back-
log of juvenile cases. That is impor-
tant. The juvenile Brady provision, 
which prohibits juveniles who commit 
a violent crime or serious drug felony 
as a juvenile from ever being able to 
buy a gun thereafter, is something al-
most everybody agrees with. We had it 
in the bill to begin with. We didn’t 
need those on the far left who hate 
guns and who want gun control to tell 
us what to do in these matters. 

There is $75 million annually to help 
States upgrade juvenile felony records 
and provide school officials access to 
such juvenile felony records in appro-
priate circumstances. This may be the 
most important reform in the bill, be-
cause it gets these records to the police 
and prosecutors and judges who need 
the information to appropriately deal 
with repeat offenders. 

There is $435 million annually to the 
States for programs to prevent kids 

from getting into crime. Some of these 
are specifically targeted towards gangs 
in school. This is far more important 
than all of this harping about guns. 

There is $40 million to assess the ef-
fectiveness of youth crime and drug 
prevention efforts; a 3-year, $45 million 
demonstration project to provide alter-
native education to at-risk or problem 
juveniles; and an extension of the vio-
lent crime reduction trust fund 
through 2005, to ensure adequate fund-
ing for the administration of justice 
programs. 

In S. 254, the Senate-passed bill takes 
action to empower parents, the enter-
tainment industry, and the general 
public to limit the exposure of children 
to violence. Specifically, this bill in-
cludes important provisions for the en-
forcement of industry rating systems. 

The Hatch-Brownback amendment—
and I commend my distinguished col-
league from Kansas for his leadership—
to S. 254, which passed overwhelm-
ingly, provides the entertainment in-
dustry with limited exemption from 
the antitrust laws. This provides the 
motion picture, recording, and video 
game industries the freedom to develop 
and enforce voluntary standards and 
enforcement mechanisms without fear 
of antitrust liability or government 
regulation. The Brownback-Hatch 
amendment allows the appropriate in-
dustries to enter into joint discussions, 
consideration, and agreement to ensure 
retail compliance with preexisting rat-
ing systems for both off-line and on-
line content. 

We have a provision regarding mar-
keting violence to children. The 
Brownback-Hatch amendment to S. 254 
directs the Justice Department and the 
Federal Trade Commission to jointly 
examine the marketing practices of the 
video game, music, and motion picture 
industries to determine the extent to 
which violent material is marketed to 
children. The FTC is directed to report 
their findings to Congress within 9 
months of enactment. And while I am 
pleased that President Clinton belat-
edly endorsed this idea, I should note 
that the Senate passed this three 
weeks before the President said a word 
about it. 

We have a National Institutes of 
Health study. The Brownback-Hatch 
amendment to S. 254 provides $2 mil-
lion in funding to the National Insti-
tutes of Health to study the effects of 
violent entertainment on children. We 
know that is the cause of an awful lot 
of the problems. 

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. HATCH. I am delighted to yield. 
Mr. DURBIN. I have listened care-

fully to the Senator’s speech in support 
of the juvenile justice bill. The Senator 
makes such a compelling argument of 
how important this bill is, how we 
shouldn’t waste any time to move for-
ward. 

I ask the Senator, if that is his feel-
ing and the feeling shared by Members 

on his side of the aisle, why has the Re-
publican leadership in the House re-
fused to appoint conferees? 

Mr. HATCH. I have assurance from 
the House leaders they will appoint 
conferees. 

Mr. DURBIN. They announced they 
will not appoint conferees until after 
the Fourth of July. 

Mr. HATCH. That is true. I know 
they have their hands full. I trust the 
statement of the leaders. If they do it 
then, that will be fine. That is con-
sistent with what we have done in the 
past. I don’t have any problem with 
that. 

Let me continue my remarks. The 
Hatch-Leahy amendment to S. 254, 
which passed overwhelmingly, encour-
ages large Internet service providers to 
offer screening/filtering software to 
empower parents to limit access to ma-
terial unsuitable for children. This 
amendment provides that within 12 
months of enactment, large Internet 
service providers should provide the 
software either at no charge or at a fee 
not exceeding the cost to them. That is 
a very important part of this bill. 

We have an antiviolence public serv-
ice campaign in this bill. The Repub-
lican education amendment to S. 254 
provides $25 million annually to the 
National Crime Prevention Council and 
community-based organizations for a 
national public service campaign to 
prevent violence. 

We have a provision on Internet 
bombmaking. The Hatch-Feinstein 
amendment to S. 254 prohibits the 
teaching of bombmaking, including 
bombmaking instructions, on the 
Internet if there is reason to know the 
bomb will be used in violation of Fed-
eral law. 

We also get tough on violent juve-
niles and other violent offenders. We 
ensure that violent juveniles will be 
held accountable. Among other re-
forms, S. 254, with Republican amend-
ments, contains the following: Project 
Cuff. The Hatch-Craig amendment pro-
vides $50 million to hire additional 
Federal prosecutors to prosecute gun 
crimes in Federal court to take advan-
tage of stiff Federal sentences. 

We have full funding of the National 
Instant Check for background checks 
for firearm purposes. That is some-
thing that had to be done. We have not 
been concentrating on that as we 
should, because we keep playing games 
on guns instead of doing what should 
be done. 

We have an extension of the prohibi-
tion against juvenile possession of a 
handgun in the Youth Handgun Safety 
Act to semiautomatic rifles. 

The juvenile Brady provision, which I 
have already mentioned, prohibits fire-
arm possession by juveniles who com-
mit violent offenses. 

We have a bipartisan provision that 
requires safety locks or secure gun 
storage devices to be sold with a hand-
gun. 
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We have a minimum of 12 years in 

prison for those who discharge a fire-
arm during the commission of a violent 
felony or drug trafficking crime. 

We have a minimum of 15 years in 
prison for those who injure a person 
during the commission of a crime of vi-
olence or a drug trafficking crime. 

We have a minimum of 3 years in 
prison for first-time offenders and a 
minimum of 5 years in prison for re-
peat offenders for those who distribute 
drugs to minors or sell drug in or near 
a school. 

We have an increase in the maximum 
penalty for knowingly possessing, 
transporting, or transferring stolen 
firearms, to 15 years in prison. 

We have an increase in the maximum 
penalty to 20 years for a juvenile who 
illegally brings a gun or ammunition 
to school with intent to carry or other-
wise possess, discharge, or use the 
handgun or ammunition in the com-
mission of a violent felony. 

We have an increase in penalties for 
illegal purchase of a firearm. 

We have an increase in penalty for 
committing crimes of violence while 
wearing body armor. 

We have a safe-and-secure-schools 
provision. 

These are very important. One would 
think that everything comes down to 
the Lautenberg amendment. That 
amendment didn’t pass overwhelm-
ingly. In fact, it didn’t even have the 
support of a bare a majority in the 
Senate until the Vice President of the 
United States, as is his right, voted to 
break the tie.

SAFE AND SECURE SCHOOLS 
S. 254, with Republican amendments, 

will promote safe and secure schools, 
free of undue disruption and violence, 
so that our teachers can teach and our 
children can learn. S. 254 includes the 
following: 

Training for parents, teachers, and 
other interested members of the com-
munity for the identification of—and 
appropriate responses to—troubled and 
violent youth. 

Innovative research-based delin-
quency and violence prevention and 
mentoring programs. 

Assistance to state and local school 
districts for comprehensive school se-
curity assessments. 

Assistance to state and local school 
districts to purchase school security 
equipment and technologies such as 
metal detectors, electronic locks, and 
surveillance cameras. 

Collaborative efforts with commu-
nity-based organizations (including 
faith-based organizations) and law-en-
forcement agencies to provide effective 
violence prevention and intervention 
programs. 

Assistance to state and local school 
districts to establish and implement 
school uniform policies. 

Assistnce to state and local school 
districts to hire school resource offi-

cers, including community police offi-
cers. 

Incentives for States to detain juve-
niles found in possession of an illegal 
firearm for 24-hours to undergo evalua-
tion. 

Incentives for schools to make school 
discipline records available to all 
schools, whether private or public, 
when students transfer between 
schools. 

Civil liability protection for teachers 
who discipline a violent student. 

Resources to States and localities to 
create anonymous hotlines to report 
possible acts of violence. 

I say in closing, I have been assured 
we will have conferees after we get 
back from this next recess. My goal, of 
course, if we can and if we get some co-
operation from the other side on the 
floor, is to have that bill up before the 
August recess, so we can have this bill 
passed and hopefully signed by the 
President before school begins this 
year. 

I want to see that happen. It isn’t 
going to happen if we keep playing 
games on guns. There is no point kid-
ding ourselves about it. 

One side must not think they have a 
big advantage over the other on guns. 
We have to work in good faith to re-
solve these problems. And I believe we 
can. I have total confidence in my col-
league, Senator LEAHY from Vermont, 
who has worked with me assiduously 
on this matter. He has played a signifi-
cant role. 

Senator BIDEN and Senator FEIN-
STEIN, also on the other side, have 
worked very hard to try to have this 
bill completed. I know my colleague 
from Vermont and I will work very 
hard to get this bill done in the best 
way we possibly can that will bring ev-
erybody together in both the House 
and Senate and hopefully get a bill 
signed by the President. 

In any event, we intend to go for-
ward. It is an important bill, probably 
in some respects the most important 
bill in this whole session of Congress, 
when one considers the needs of our na-
tion’s children. We need to address—as 
S. 254 does—ensuring safe schools, pro-
moting ways to keep vile entertain-
ment from our kids, preventing juve-
nile crime, and really addressing for 
the first time needed law enforcement 
with regard to violent juvenile crimes. 

I think we have taken too much time 
on this. I know we have an important 
appropriations bill on the floor, so I 
yield the floor at this time.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
join the ranking member of the Judici-
ary Committee, Senator LEAHY, and 
my colleagues in urging the majority 
to appoint conferees and proceed to 
conference on the juvenile crime bill. 

It has now been one month and four 
days since the Senate passed the Vio-
lent and Repeat Juvenile Offender Ac-
countability and Rehabilitation Act of 

1999, by an overwhelming margin of 73–
25. It has been nearly two weeks since 
the House of Representatives passed its 
counterpart bill. 

And yet, since that time, there has 
been no progress at all toward going to 
conference on these two bills. In fact, 
it appears that there are some on the 
other side of the aisle who deliberately 
want to forestall or even de-rail the 
conference that is necessary to pass 
this vitally-needed legislation. 

When the House passed its counter-
part bill, they did something that is 
very unusual: they did not take up the 
Senate bill, insert the text of their bill, 
and request a conference, as is rou-
tinely done. This is not the kind of 
thing that happens by accident. For a 
conference to take place, both Cham-
bers of Congress must pass the same 
bill. 

Because the House of Representatives 
did not do this, one of the two Cham-
bers must take up the other one’s bill, 
pass it, and ask for a conference. This 
presents numerous opportunities for 
procedural mischief and delay by those 
who would rather not see any bill pass 
than one containing modest gun safety 
provisions, such as the Senate bill. 

Mr. President, I am very disturbed by 
this delay in taking the next step to 
pass this important legislation. 

Our Nation was rocked 2 months ago 
by the tragic shootings at Columbine 
High School in Colorado, coming as it 
did in the wake of earlier school shoot-
ings in Jonesboro, Arkansas; West Pa-
ducah, Kentucky; Springfield, Oregon; 
and elsewhere. We cannot tolerate or 
evade this shocking school violence. 
We should not let our children start a 
new school year without passing this 
important legislation to address youth 
violence. 

The Senate bill is a wide, sweeping 
measure, which will help us to confront 
the problem of juvenile crime. It in-
cludes a number of provisions which I 
authored and which I have worked on 
for several years, including: 

A ban on importing high capacity 
ammunition magazines; 

A ban on juvenile possession of as-
sault weapons and high capacity am-
munition magazines; 

A comprehensive package of meas-
ures to fight criminal gangs; 

Limits on bombmaking information; 
The James Guelff Body Armor Act, 

which contains reforms to take body 
armor out of the hands of criminals 
and put it into the hands of police; and 

Crime prevention programs. 
It also contains other modest reforms 

to keep guns out of the hands of crimi-
nals and children, including: Requiring 
the same background checks at gun 
shows which gun dealers have to 
preform; and requiring the sale of child 
safety locks with handguns.

The Senate bill also establishes a 
new $700 million juvenile justice block 
grant program for states and localities, 
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representing a significant increase in 
federal aid to the states for juvenile 
crime control programs, including: 

Additional law enforcement and juve-
nile court personnel; 

Juvenile detention facilities; and 
Prevention programs to keep juve-

niles out of trouble to begin with. 
Our bill encourages increased ac-

countability for juveniles, through the 
implementation of graduated sanctions 
to ensure that subsequent offenses are 
treated with increasing severity. 

It reforms juvenile record systems, 
through improved record keeping and 
increased access to juvenile records by 
police, courts, and schools, so that a 
court or school dealing with a juvenile 
in California can know if he has com-
mitted violent offenses in Arizona; and 
extends federal sentences for juveniles 
who commit serious violent felonies. 

Let us not delay further in enacting 
these important measures. I join my 
colleagues in urging the majority to 
proceed to conference and appoint con-
ferees, so that we can enact this vital 
legislation. 

I thank the Chair, and yield the 
floor. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it has 
been 71 days—71 days —since the tragic 
shooting at Columbine High School. 
There are 69 days left before school 
children in Massachusetts and other 
states go back to school. It is time for 
Congress to finish the job we began last 
month and pass juvenile justice legisla-
tion. Communities across America are 
waiting for our answer. 

We need to provide communities with 
the assistance they need to reduce 
youth violence. 

We need to help parents struggling to 
raise their children from birth through 
adolescence. 

We need to help teachers and school 
officials recognize the early warning 
signals and act before violence occurs. 

We need to assist law enforcement of-
ficers in keeping guns away from chil-
dren. 

We need to close the gun show loop-
hole. 

We need to require the sale of safety 
locks with all firearms. 

The Senate passed such legislation 
with overwhelming support last month. 
The House of Representatives passed 
its own version of this legislation ear-
lier this month. It is time to appoint 
House and Senate conferees to write 
the final bill and send it to the Presi-
dent, so that effective legislation is in 
place as soon as possible. 

Everyday we delay, this critical prob-
lem continues to fester. Children are 
under assault from violence and ne-
glect—from the break-up of families—
from the temptations of alcohol, to-
bacco, and drug abuse—from violence 
in the media. These are not new prob-
lems, but they have become increas-
ingly serious problems, and Congress 
cannot look the other way and con-
tinue to ignore them. 

We must support youth, parents, edu-
cators, law enforcement authorities, 
and communities. The public over-
whelmingly supports more effective 
steps to keep guns out of the hands of 
criminals and juveniles. We cannot ac-
cept ‘‘no’’ for an answer from the Na-
tional Rifle Association. It is long past 
time for Congress to face up to this 
challenge. The tragedy at Columbine 
High School is an urgent call to action 
to every member of Congress. Will we 
finally do what it takes to keep chil-
dren safe, or will we continue to sleep-
walk through this worsening crisis of 
gun violence in our schools and our so-
ciety. 

We have a national crisis, and com-
mon sense approaches are urgently 
needed. If we are serious about dealing 
with youth violence, the time to act is 
now. There is no reason why this Con-
gress can not pass a comprehensive ju-
venile justice bill before the August re-
cess. The citizens of this country de-
serve better than what Congress has 
given them so far. 

The lack of action is appalling and 
inexcusable. We cannot continue to 
whistle past the graveyards of Little-
ton and the many other communities 
scarred by juvenile gun violence in re-
cent years. Each new tragedy is a fresh 
indictment of our failure to act respon-
sibly. 

f 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2000—Continued 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 

hour of 1 o’clock having arrived, all the 
amendments to this bill have now been 
filed. I, at this point, will consult with 
Senator LEAHY about how we proceed, 
but in all likelihood we should be able 
to finish this bill by mid to late after-
noon. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1119 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
wanted to address the body on several 
of the discussion points that were 
raised today regarding an amendment I 
filed. I inquire first of the President, 
what is the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is the McConnell amendment 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
Kansas. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Then I will not 
have to ask the pending business be set 
aside. We are still on that. 

I wanted to address several of the 
issues my colleagues have raised, that 
the negotiations between Armenia and 
Azerbaijan that are taking place in the 
so-called Minsk Group are at a very 
delicate time period and the repeal of 
section 907, as addressed in the McCon-
nell-Abraham amendment, would upset 
the delicate negotiations at this point 
in time. 

Frankly, it is just not true that these 
negotiations are at a delicate point in 
time now and this amendment would 
do that. The present conflict has been 
going on since the dissolution of the 
Soviet Union, and a cease-fire has been 
in effect since 1994. The U.S. Govern-
ment is one of the peace group co-
chairs, along with Russia and France, 
and they all—the U.S. Government, the 
Clinton administration—favor repeal 
or waiver of section 907. 

The amendment I put forward pre-
vents our Government from being an 
honest broker in the peace process. We 
have letters from Secretary Albright 
and the administration on this. 

Russia is involved, and not in a help-
ful way. Their handiwork in retaining 
influences in the Caucasus is only 
slightly less obvious than their efforts 
to help out in Kosovo—in some situa-
tions where they were not helpful at 
all. Russian military troops are still 
based in Armenia and were providing 
military support and munitions sup-
plies to Armenia during the war with 
Azerbaijan. 

The argument in support of the sta-
tus quo has nothing to do with the sen-
sitivities of the ongoing peace talks. 
The last real peace initiative where 
there was a real push was in 1997, call-
ing for Armenia’s withdrawal from the 
occupied territories in exchange for 
normalization of trade with Azer-
baijan. This was rejected by Armenia. 

The continued status quo in Arme-
nia’s favor is nothing less than the Ar-
menian Government’s attempt to influ-
ence U.S. foreign policy and preserve 
an undue advantage. It really is that 
simple. Azerbaijan is the only country 
in the former Soviet Union that has 
unilateral sanctions from the United 
States. Again, we do not lift them; we 
just provide waiver authority for sec-
tion 907. 

So those arguments being raised by 
my colleagues are simply not accurate. 
Also, they talk about the issue of the 
blockade: Somehow Azerbaijan is 
blockading Armenia. I want to show a 
map on this point so people can get a 
look, again, at the region and what 
this so-called blockade is about. 

Here is Azerbaijan. Here is Armenia. 
Here is the area in dispute. Armenia is 
occupying 20 percent of the landmass of 
Azerbaijan. The United Nations has 
condemned this action by Armenia. 
OSCE, the group much involved in ne-
gotiation, condemns the action by Ar-
menia. 

You can see Armenia has outlets 
they can use through Iran or through 
Georgia, which is up here. So there is 
not a blockade on Armenia. What the 
so-called blockade is, and has been for 
a long period of time, is a mutual bor-
der closing caused by Armenia’s con-
tinued illegal occupation of Azerbaijan. 

I hope my colleagues will look at the 
map, look at the situation, read the 
U.N. resolutions, the OSCE resolutions 
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about Armenia occupying 20 percent of 
Azerbaijan, and quickly and clearly 
conclude that this blockade is really a 
mutual border closing caused by Arme-
nia and its illegal occupation of Azer-
baijan. That, plus the difficulties 
caused by Armenia’s mining of some of 
the overland routes through the buffer 
zone surrounding Nagorno-Karabakh, 
are probably some of the most serious 
logistical obstacles in the blockade. 

So I point these out to my col-
leagues, those who are saying this is a 
sensitive time. We had a cease-fire for 
5 years. It is not that the government 
is involved in trying to negotiate a 
true peace and wants 907 to be repealed 
so the United States can be an honest 
broker in this peace process and not 
one-sided on it. The Clinton adminis-
tration, and Bush administration prior 
to that, opposed section 907. And the 
blockade is really not a blockade at 
all. 

Mr. President, I ask at this time to 
set aside the pending amendment, Sen-
ator MCCONNELL’s amendment, so I can 
call up an amendment. 

I will call up amendment No. 1170. 
This is an amendment I talked about 
previously on Sudan. I would like to 
have that considered. I ask unanimous 
consent that we set aside the pending 
amendment so I can call up amend-
ment No. 1170. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1170 
(Purpose: To make available international 

disaster assistance, humanitarian assist-
ance, and development assistance in oppo-
sition-controlled areas of Sudan) 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1170.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following: 
SEC. ll. INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSIST-

ANCE FOR OPPOSITION-CON-
TROLLED AREAS OF SUDAN. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, of the funds made available under chap-
ter 9 of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (relating to international disaster as-
sistance) for fiscal year 2000, up to $4,000,000 
should be made available for rehabilitation 
and economic recovery in opposition-con-
trolled areas of Sudan. Such funds are to be 
used to improve economic governance, pri-
mary education, agriculture, and other lo-
cally-determined priorities. Such funds are 
to be programmed and implemented jointly 
by the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development and the Department 
of Agriculture, and may be utilized for ac-

tivities which can be implemented for a pe-
riod of up to two years. 
SEC. ll. HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE FOR SU-

DANESE INDIGENOUS GROUPS. 
The President, acting through the appro-

priate Federal agencies, is authorized to pro-
vide humanitarian assistance, including 
food, directly to the National Democratic Al-
liance participants and the Sudanese Peo-
ple’s Liberation Movement operating outside 
of the Operation Lifeline Sudan structure. 
SEC. ll. DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FOR OP-

POSITION-CONTROLLED AREAS OF 
SUDAN. 

(a) INCREASE IN DEVELOPMENT ASSIST-
ANCE.—The President, acting through the 
United States Agency for International De-
velopment, is authorized to increase substan-
tially the amount of development assistance 
for capacity building, democracy promotion, 
civil administration, judiciary, and infra-
structure support in opposition-controlled 
areas of Sudan. 

(b) QUARTERLY REPORT.—The President 
shall submit a report on a quarterly basis to 
the Congress on progress made in carrying 
out subsection (a). 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, 
this is an amendment we have been ne-
gotiating back and forth. I indicated 
briefly that we wanted to bring it up if 
we could not get a negotiated agree-
ment. We are proceeding later on in the 
day. I know the people in charge of the 
bill want to move this amendment, so 
I called this amendment up to get it as 
the pending business so people can dis-
cuss it. 

I have discussed this earlier. I do not 
seek to take up an extraordinary 
amount of time to discuss it. It would 
make available international disaster 
assistance, humanitarian assistance, 
and development assistance in the op-
position-controlled areas of the Sudan. 

I recently led a congressional delega-
tion to the region. The government in 
Khartoum is a terrorist regime. That is 
according to the U.S. State Depart-
ment. They have in their country the 
worst humanitarian situation in the 
world. That is according to Brian At-
wood, head of USAID—the worst in the 
world. There were nearly 2 million peo-
ple killed in 10 years, over 4 million in-
ternally displaced. This is through 
forced, manmade famine and starva-
tion. This is by bombing, indiscrimi-
nate civilian bombing by the govern-
ment in Khartoum. 

It is exporting terrorism. It has 
housed Osama bin Laden until 1997. 
They house a number of terrorist 
groups in Khartoum. They are sup-
porting terrorism and spreading 
throughout the region a sort of mili-
tant terrorism—in the Congo, Eritrea, 
Uganda, and other places. They seem 
to seek to be the African edge of the 
militant terrorism. The people at-
tempting to kill President Mubarak in 
Egypt were given housing and aid and 
abetting in Sudan by this government. 
This is a bad regime. This amendment 
simply seeks to provide humanitarian 
assistance to those opposition-con-
trolled areas and the opposition 
groups. 

Here, again, is the list of items the 
government in Khartoum, the Sudan 
Government, is doing today. I have 
talked about these. Most recently, last 
year, 100,000 people, according to the 
U.S. Committee on Refugees, were 
killed by a man-induced famine, in-
duced by the Khartoum government. 
They would not let our disaster relief 
planes fly into the region. They said 
no. 

It is time we allowed aid to go to the 
resistance groups that are fighting just 
for dignity and for their own lives. This 
is a simple amendment. It is a modi-
fication to the one we previously called 
up. I do not know of any objection to 
this, and as soon as the manager of the 
amendment can perhaps come to the 
floor, I would simply like to ask for the 
yeas and nays on this amendment and 
have us vote on it because I think it is 
a worthwhile amendment. While that is 
being taken care of, I ask unanimous 
consent that Senator HELMS be added 
as a cosponsor to this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
have discussed this with Senator 
FRIST, who chairs the subcommittee, 
who also has traveled to Sudan and 
knows of the situation taking place in 
that region. That is why this is an im-
portant issue for us to take up now. 
This is the appropriate vehicle. It is 
providing aid to the southern resist-
ance movement. Actually now it is not 
just southern, it is all over the coun-
try. 

We can move the vote to a later 
point, but I ask for the yeas and nays 
on amendment No. 1170. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is not a sufficient second at 
this time. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. At the appro-
priate time, when we can get a suffi-
cient second, I will be asking for the 
yeas and nays on this amendment so 
we can have a vote on this amendment. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent I be allowed to 
speak for 5 minutes as in morning busi-
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
(The remarks of Mr. THOMAS per-

taining to the introduction of S. 1305 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 
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Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant proceeded 

to call the roll. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, what 
is the business before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Brownback amendment No. 1170. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1165

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
regarding assistance provided to Lith-
uania, Latvia, and Estonia) 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be set aside and that amendment 
No. 1165 be called up for consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, the clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-

MAN], for himself, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. SMITH of 
New Hampshire, and Mr. CLELAND, proposes 
an amendment numbered 1165.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 

the following new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING AS-

SISTANCE PROVIDED TO LITHUANIA, 
LATVIA, AND ESTONIA. 

It is the sense of the Senate that nothing 
in this Act, or Senate Report No. 106–81, re-
lating to assistance provided to Lithuania, 
Latvia, and Estonia under the Foreign Mili-
tary Financing Program, should be inter-
preted as expressing the will of the Senate to 
accelerate membership of those nations into 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO). 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this 
sense-of-the-Senate amendment is 
being offered on behalf of myself, Sen-
ator ROBERTS, Senator BOB SMITH, and 
Senator MAX CLELAND as well. 

It is, I believe, an important amend-
ment. It is also an amendment that 
will be accepted. That is my expecta-
tion. We don’t have a final decision on 
that, but we hope that is the result. 

This year’s foreign operations appro-
priations bill designates $20 million in 
foreign military financing grant assist-
ance to Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia, 
the Baltic States. I am not concerned 
about the fact that we are designating 
funds for those states. I am concerned 
about the provision because of the in-
tent that appears to lie behind the 
funding. 

Let me quote from the committee re-
port. It says in the committee report:

The assistance accelerates Baltic states in-
tegration into NATO and supports these de-
mocracies as they enhance military capabili-
ties and adopt NATO standards.

This amendment I have offered, with 
the help of the three other Senators I 
mentioned, would state that nothing in 
this bill concerning the foreign mili-

tary financing intended to support the 
legitimate security needs of the Baltic 
States should be interpreted as also ex-
pressing the intent of the Senate to ac-
celerate the membership of those coun-
tries into NATO. 

We recently observed the 50th anni-
versary of NATO, welcomed three new 
members into the alliance: the Czech 
Republic, Poland, and Hungary. I voted 
for the admission of those three into 
the alliance on this historic occasion. 
No other nations were admitted to the 
alliance, nor was there a commitment 
made to extend an invitation to any 
particular nation to join in the future. 

The language contained in the Sen-
ate report accompanying the bill sug-
gests that the military financing au-
thorized in the bill would be for the ex-
press purpose of accelerating the inte-
gration of those states into NATO. I 
believe that language is premature. I 
believe it is ill-advised at this time. 
Let me try to give a few indications as 
to why. 

Many of my colleagues share the con-
cern, which we have heard on the floor, 
about the future of the NATO alliance. 
We, obviously, value NATO and its con-
tributions to peace. We fervently in-
tend that it continue to be a force for 
peace in the future. 

Recent events within the alliance 
have raised some concern. Despite the 
recent military victory in Kosovo, 
there is some evidence that the alli-
ance may not be totally healthy at this 
stage. 

While the bombing campaign contin-
ued in Yugoslavia, for example, there 
were divisions among NATO members. 
Those were worked through. 

In addition, there is a major debate 
now underway concerning the equity of 
the burdens that different members of 
NATO have, both financial burdens and 
military burdens. 

I am not suggesting we debate the fu-
ture of NATO today, although I do be-
lieve the Senate should soon review the 
Strategic Concept that is being pro-
posed to guide future NATO potential 
military involvements. 

I am suggesting, however, that legis-
lative provisions, such as the one I 
have called attention to today in this 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution, could 
prematurely complicate the very dif-
ficult problems the alliance is facing. I 
don’t believe anybody here would deny 
that a debate concerning the member-
ship of the Baltic nations in NATO is 
likely to be a spirited one. This bill is 
not the appropriate venue for that de-
bate to take place. 

I have reviewed, by the way, the Bal-
tic charter that was signed in January 
1998 to determine if I missed something 
with respect to the membership of the 
Baltic nations in NATO. There are 
many affirming words in the charter 
about cooperation between NATO and 
the Baltic nations, and there are sev-
eral encouraging references with re-

spect to possible future membership of 
those countries in the alliance. But 
there are no words that commit NATO 
to offering membership or to accel-
erating their integration of those na-
tions into the alliance. 

The provision in the bill that would 
provide military assistance to the Bal-
tic nations for that specific purpose is 
not grounded in a policy that I believe 
we should embrace at this time. 

The sense-of-the-Senate amendment 
I offer would permit foreign military 
financing to meet the security needs of 
the Baltic nations, but it does not com-
mit the Senate, as a result of that as-
sistance, to commit itself to approval 
or acceleration of the membership of 
the Baltic nations into NATO. 

I hope my colleagues will support the 
amendment. I believe it is in our na-
tional interest and in the security in-
terests of Europe as well. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, the bill 

before us includes increased Foreign 
Military Financing funding to help Es-
tonia, Latvia, and Lithuania improve 
their militaries. The Baltic countries 
need to improve their military posture 
whether or not they join the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization (NATO). 
But the fact is that they do aspire to 
join NATO, and all three countries will 
be working to meet goals in NATO’s 
Membership Action Plans for each 
country. 

My colleagues Senators BINGAMAN, 
ROBERTS, BOB SMITH, and CLELAND 
have offered an amendment that says 
that nothing in the bill ‘‘should be in-
terpreted as expressing the will of the 
Senate to accelerate membership of 
those nations into the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO).’’ How-
ever, the Senate can do nothing to in-
vite the Baltic countries or any other 
aspiring country to join NATO. Only 
NATO can invite countries to join. 
When they are ready to join, and if 
they are invited to join, the Senate 
would have to vote to approve amend-
ing the NATO treaty to accept further 
NATO expansion. 

The Foreign Military Financing 
funding can serve to accelerate the 
Baltic countries’ efforts to meet NATO 
criteria, but the decision to invite 
them to join NATO remains a political 
one that will be made by NATO’s nine-
teen member states. The Baltic states 
could do nothing to become NATO 
ready and be invited—or they could be-
come modern-day Spartas and still not 
be asked to join NATO; that decision is 
up to NATO. 

The Senate has already expressed its 
opinion in Section 2703 of the European 
Security Act of 1998 that was included 
in last year’s Omnibus Appropriations 
bill that ‘‘It is the sense of Congress 
that Romania, Estonia, Latvia, Lith-
uania, and Bulgaria . . . (C) upon com-
plete satisfaction of all relevant cri-
teria should be invited to become full 
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NATO members at the earliest possible 
date.’’ In other words, the Senate and 
House of Representatives have already 
said that when the Baltic countries are 
ready to join NATO, they should be in-
vited to join. 

Thus I fail to see the usefulness of 
the amendment offered by my col-
leagues today. I particularly regret 
that the amendment has singled out 
Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia when in 
fact there are many NATO aspirants, 
including Romania, Bulgaria, Slovenia, 
Slovakia, Albania, and the Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. 

The Baltic countries have made enor-
mous strides in transforming them-
selves into free market democracies. 
They have embraced civilian control of 
their militaries, have participated in 
international peacekeeping, and have 
demonstrated their ability to operate 
with the military forces of NATO coun-
tries under NATO standards, spending 
precious resources to do so. I believe 
we must follow through and do all we 
can to convince our NATO allies that 
the Baltic states should be invited. 

The United States’ position on fur-
ther expansion is that NATO should 
have an open door policy and that ge-
ography should be no barrier to mem-
bership. Russia need not feel threat-
ened by the NATO membership of the 
three tiny Baltic states—they can do 
nothing to threaten the enormous and 
powerful Russian Federation. And 
right now Russia has no hostile intent 
toward them. But should Russia turn 
away from democracy, and if an expan-
sionist autocrat were to come to power 
once again, NATO membership for 
Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia would 
make a powerful statement that the 
United States and Europe will never 
again accept buffer-state subjugation 
of the Baltic states.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am 
greatly dismayed by and strongly op-
posed to the amendment introduced by 
Senator BINGAMAN that seeks to ex-
press the Sense of the Senate that the 
Baltic States of Estonia, Latvia and 
Lithuania should not receive acceler-
ated consideration for membership in 
NATO. This amendment most as-
suredly does not reflect the views of 
this Senator, and I am certain that of 
many more of my colleagues. 

I fail to comprehend the purpose in 
singling-out these independent nations 
in this manner. It appears to this Sen-
ator, after reviewing both the Foreign 
Appropriations bill and accompanying 
report, that there is nothing contained 
in either document that should pro-
voke the offering of this amendment. 

It is my firm belief that the NATO 
alliance can benefit from the inclusion 
of new Central and East European na-
tions, including the three Baltic states. 
The Baltic peoples have asked for and 
deserve protection from foreign inva-
sion, and are willing to join the NATO 
security alliance to protect other Euro-
pean nations in need of help. 

Future NATO membership for Esto-
nia, Latvia and Lithuania is essential 
to their safety and prosperity. Security 
concerns will take precedence over 
continued democratic and economic re-
forms if the Baltics continue to exist, 
unprotected, in the shadow of an in-
creasingly nationalistic Russia. 

The United States should and must 
be vigilant in our efforts to extend 
NATO’s reach to all democratic na-
tions in Europe who cannot protect 
themselves. If we leave these nations 
exposed to the risk of foreign invasion 
and influence, the gains made in ex-
panding democracy and freedom 
around the world will be vulnerable to 
erosion. The United States must con-
tinue to set an example for the world 
as a promoter and protector of demo-
cratic freedom. As victors in the Cold 
War, we have never had a greater op-
portunity than this to show democ-
racy’s enemies that we have the cour-
age and the will to stand firm against 
them. NATO expansion is of vital im-
portance to the future of democracy. 

The amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from New Mexico can only have a 
negative effect on the United States’s 
efforts to expand and protect demo-
cratic development in Central and 
Eastern Europe. To punitively single-
out these three nations as they strive 
to protect their right to independence 
and freedom, following decades of So-
viet domination, is neither construc-
tive, nor in the interests of the United 
States. It is my sincere hope that this 
language will not be included in the 
final Foreign Operations Appropria-
tions bill passed by Congress for Fiscal 
Year 2000. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, is there 
an amendment pending now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. LEAHY. Which amendment? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-

ment No. 1165, submitted by the Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be laid aside temporarily 
so that I may introduce this amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1179

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY], 

for himself, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. REED, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. HARKIN, and Mrs. BOXER, 
proposes an amendment numbered 1179.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add 
the following new section: 

SELF-DETERMINATION IN EAST TIMOR 

SEC. . (a) The President, Secretary of 
State, Secretary of Defense, and the Sec-
retary of the Treasury (acting through 
United States executive directors to inter-
national financial institutions) should im-
mediately intensify their efforts to prevail 
upon the Indonesian Government and mili-
tary to—

(1) disarm and disband anti-independence 
militias in East timor; 

(2) grant full access to East Timor by 
international human rights monitors, hu-
manitarian organizations, and the press; 

(3) allow Timorese who have been living in 
exile to return to East Timor to campaign 
for and participate in the ballot; and 

(4) release all political prisoners. 
(b) The President shall submit a report to 

Congress not later than 15 days after passage 
of this Act, containing a description of the 
Administration’s efforts and his assessment 
of efforts made by the Indonesian Govern-
ment and military to fulfill the steps de-
scribed in paragraph (a). 

(c) The Secretary of the Treasury shall di-
rect the United States executive directors to 
international financial institutions to take 
into account the extent of efforts made by 
the Indonesian Government and military to 
fulfill the steps described in paragraph (a), in 
determining their vote on any loan or finan-
cial assistance to Indonesia.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of this amendment is to express 
strong support for a peaceful process of 
self-determination in East Timor. 

The Indonesian Government has a 
historic opportunity to resolve a con-
flict that has been the cause of suf-
fering and instability for 23 years. 

It has made a commitment to vote on 
August 21st on East Timor’s future, 
and has recognized its responsibility to 
ensure that the vote is free and fair. 

On May 5, when I introduced a simi-
lar resolution, I remarked on Indo-
nesia’s accomplishments in the past 
year: President Suharto relinquished 
power; the Indonesian Government en-
dorsed a vote on autonomy; and the 
United Nations, Portugal and Indo-
nesia signed agreed on the procedures 
for that vote. 

There has been more progress in the 
past month. Democratic elections have 
been held, the first members of an 
international observer mission and po-
lice force arrived in East Timor, and 
Nobel laureate Jose Romos Horta was 
invited to return to Jakarta for the 
first time in 24 years. 

A year ago few people would have 
predicted that a settlement of East 
Timor’s future would be in sight. How-
ever, there is deep concern that August 
21st is quickly approaching, and the vi-
olence in East Timor will make a free 
and fair vote impossible. 

In fact, the vote, initially scheduled 
for August 8th, was postponed by the 
United Nations until August 21st be-
cause of the violence. 
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Hundreds of civilians have been 

killed, injured, or disappeared in ongo-
ing violence by anti-independence mili-
tias armed by members of the Indo-
nesian military who want to sabotage 
the vote. 

Human rights monitors and humani-
tarian organizations continue to face 
problems gaining access to the island, 
and members of the press have been 
threatened. 

This amendment calls on the admin-
istration to immediately intensify its 
efforts to prevail upon the Indonesian 
Government to disarm and disband the 
anti-independence militias, grant full 
access to humanitarian organizations, 
and allow Timorese who have been liv-
ing in exile to return home. 

It directs the United State executive 
directors to international financial in-
stitutions to use their influence to en-
courage the Indonesian Government 
and military to create a stable and se-
cure environment for the vote. 

We should use all the resources at 
our disposal to convince the Indo-
nesians to stop the violence. This is 
not only their responsibility, it is in 
their interests. If the Indonesian mili-
tary succeeds in sabotaging the vote, 
Indonesia will face international con-
demnation. 

On June 11th, I and other Members of 
Congress wrote to World Bank Presi-
dent James Wolfensohn about the need 
for the World Bank to use its leverage 
with the Indonesian Government. 

Mr. President, the world community 
has recognized the urgency of this situ-
ation. An international monitoring and 
police presence throughout East Timor 
is critical to creating a secure environ-
ment. 

The administration is already help-
ing to pay the costs of the U.N. mon-
itors and police, and they have made 
some progress in stemming the vio-
lence. 

But far more needs to be done. It is 
time for the Indonesian Government 
and military to do their part—to act 
decisively to ensure that a free and fair 
vote can occur. 

This amendment reinforces what oth-
ers have said and what the Indonesian 
Government has already committed to 
do. It should be unanimously sup-
ported.

Mr. President, yesterday more than 
100 anti-independence militiamen sur-
rounded a newly opened United Na-
tion’s office in the East Timorese town 
of Maliana. Hurling rocks, the mob in-
jured a diplomat from South Africa and 
at least a dozen Timorese who sought 
refuge inside the office. The U.N. build-
ing also sustained considerable dam-
age. 

In recent months I have spoken out 
about the escalating violence in East 
Timor on numerous occasions. I am of-
fering an amendment today about the 
situation there. 

The Indonesian Government and 
military have pledged to establish a 

safe and secure environment prior to 
the August 21st ballot on East Timor’s 
political status. This alarming incident 
is a clear example that the Indonesian 
Government and military are not liv-
ing up to their obligations. It is a clear 
example that their failure to act is 
having and will continue to have inter-
national consequences. 

This latest attack suggests that de-
spite the May 5th tripartite agreement, 
the presence of an international ob-
server mission and police force and re-
cent negotiations between the opposing 
factions about how to stem the vio-
lence, the situation is continuing to de-
teriorate. It could jeopardize the entire 
peace process. 

The East Timorese have endured over 
20 years of violence and repression. The 
international community has com-
mitted its resources to helping ensure 
that a free and fair ballot can be con-
ducted. The United Nations has firmly 
stated that it has a job to do in East 
Timor and it will not be chased off by 
intimidation and harassment. 

Mr. President, it is my hope that this 
violent attack will sound the alarm to 
the Indonesian government and mili-
tary that they have an historic oppor-
tunity to finally establish peace in 
East Timor and that they must act im-
mediately or it will be lost. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant proceeded 

to call the roll. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
will soon send two amendments to the 
desk, one by the occupant of the chair, 
Senator VOINOVICH, related to designa-
tion of Serbia as a terrorist state, and 
the other by Senator BIDEN, both of 
which have been cleared on both sides 
of the aisle. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1180 AND 1181

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
send two amendments to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON-

NELL] proposes amendments numbered 1180 
and 1181.

The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 1180

To SEC. 525.—Designation of Serbia as a 
Terrorist State add: 

(C) This section would become null and 
void should the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia (other than Montenegro and Kosova) 

complete a democratic reform process that 
brings about a newly elected government 
that respects the rights of ethnic minorities, 
is committed to the rule of law and respects 
the sovereignty of its neighbor states. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1181

(Purpose: To allocate funds for the Iraq 
Foundation) 

On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following: 
SEC. . ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FOR THE IRAQ 

FOUNDATION. 
Of the funds made available by this Act for 

activities of Iraqi opposition groups des-
ignated under the Iraqi Liberation Act (Pub-
lic Law 105–338). $250,000 shall be made avail-
able for the Iraq Foundation. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that these two 
amendments be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments are agreed 
to. 

The amendments (Nos. 1180 and 1181) 
were agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1179 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, are we 

now back on the Leahy amendment? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SANTORUM). That is correct.
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 

today to join my distinguished col-
league from Vermont, Senator LEAHY, 
to offer this amendment to encourage a 
peaceful process of self-determination 
in East Timor. This amendment closely 
mirrors what he and I and several 
other Senators expressed in Senate 
Resolution 96, and in a similar amend-
ment to the State Department author-
ization bill. We are offering this 
amendment today to again highlight 
the significance of the process under-
way in East Timor that will once and 
for all determine its political status. 

I want to commend the members of 
the Foreign Operations Subcommittee 
for including language relating to East 
Timor in the committee report accom-
panying this bill. I believe it is impor-
tant that the Senate go on record re-
garding its support for the forthcoming 
ballot and in condemnation of the vio-
lence surrounding this historic vote. 

As we all know, Indonesian President 
Habibie announced on January 27 that 
the Government of Indonesia was fi-
nally willing to seek to learn and re-
spect the wishes of the people in that 
territory. On May 5, the Governments 
of Indonesia and Portugal signed an 
agreement to hold a United Nations- 
supervised ‘‘consultation’’ on August 8 
to determine East Timor’s future polit-
ical status. This ballot has since been 
postponed to an as yet undetermined 
date in late August. 

Despite the positive step forward 
that the ballot represents, excitement 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:23 Oct 04, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00033 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S30JN9.001 S30JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE14838 June 30, 1999
and tension over the possibility of 
gaining independence have in recent 
months led to a gross deterioration of 
the security situation. Militias, com-
prised of individuals determined to in-
timidate the East Timorese people into 
support for continued integration with 
Indonesia and widely believed to be 
supported by the Indonesian military, 
are responsible for a sharp increase in 
violence. 

Just this week, members of a pro-Ja-
karta civilian militia attacked a 
United Nations regional headquarters 
in the Maliana township in East Timor. 
Several people, including a U.N. elec-
tion officer, were wounded. This is lat-
est in a string of violent incidents that 
have been linked to pro-Jakarta mili-
tias. Mr. President, this kind of vio-
lence and intimidation cannot be toler-
ated, especially at this crucial time. 

In the May 5 agreement, the Govern-
ment of Indonesia agreed to take re-
sponsibility for ensuring that the bal-
lot is carried out in a fair and peaceful 
way. Unfortunately, it is unclear that 
they are implementing this aspect of 
the agreement. Quite the opposite. 
Whether Indonesian troops have actu-
ally participated in some of these inci-
dents or not, the authorities certainly 
most accept the blame for allowing, 
and in some cases encouraging, the 
bloody tactics of the pro-integration 
militias. The continuation of this vio-
lence is a threat to the very sanctity 
and legitimacy of the process that is 
underway. Thus, the Leahy-Feingold 
amendment specifically calls on Ja-
karta to do all it can to seek a peaceful 
process and a fair resolution to the sit-
uation in East Timor. 

Mr. President, I believe the United 
States has a responsibility—an obliga-
tion—to put as much pressure as pos-
sible on the Indonesian government to 
help encourage an environment condu-
cive to a free, fair, peaceful ballot proc-
ess for the people of East Timor. I am 
pleased that we have taken a leader-
ship role in offering technical, finan-
cial, and diplomatic support to the re-
cently authorized U.N. Assistance Mis-
sion in East Timor, known as 
UNAMET. 

Mr. President, it is not in our power 
to guarantee the free, fair exercise of 
the rights of the people of East Timor 
to determine their future. It is, how-
ever, in our interest to do all that we 
can to work with the United Nations, 
other concerned countries, the govern-
ment of Indonesia and the people of 
East Timor to create an opportunity 
for a successful ballot process. We can-
not forget that the Timorese have been 
living with violence and oppression for 
more than 23 years. These many years 
have not dulled the desire of the East 
Timorese for freedom, or quieted their 
demands to have a role in the deter-
mination of East Timor’s status. 

We have to do all we can to support 
an environment that can produce a fair 

ballot in East Timor. Now. And 
throughout the rest of this process. 

I hope my colleagues will support 
this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Vermont. On 
this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Florida (Mr. MACK) and 
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) 
are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 98, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 188 Leg.] 
YEAS—98

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 

Lott 
Lugar 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2

Mack McCain 

The amendment (No. 1179) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative assistant proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

AMENDMENT NO. 1118 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 
in very strong opposition to the 
amendment offered to this legislation 
by my colleague from Kansas, Senator 

BROWNBACK. I am supportive of the 
amendment offered by the chairman of 
the subcommittee to the Brownback 
amendment, the second-degree amend-
ment. But I want to address the 
Brownback amendment for just a few 
minutes here. In the course of doing 
that, I will underscore why I am sup-
portive of the chairman’s amendment 
and why I oppose the Brownback 
amendment. 

The Brownback amendment is simi-
lar to legislation that was considered 
by the Foreign Relations Committee in 
May. That bill was reported out on a 
voice vote, but six members of the 
committee—six members—joined in 
submitting minority views in opposi-
tion to several of its major provisions. 
It had been my expectation that if this 
issue were to come up, it would come 
up in the course of calling up that bill, 
which is on the calendar, has been re-
ported out of committee. That is the 
normal way one would expect to deal 
with substantive legislation. 

What we are confronted with here is 
an effort to attach this amendment to 
an appropriations bill. Of course, we all 
know the problems that are connected 
with doing that. It slows down the ap-
propriations process. You often engage 
in major issues of substantive content, 
which really ought to involve the sub-
stantive committees, and, instead, it is 
shifted into the appropriations context. 
One would have to be naive not to ap-
preciate that it is done on occasion, 
but I don’t think it is a good idea. 

I must say, my view here on this 
matter is, in part, influenced by that. 
In other words, it is not as though the 
bill that came out of committee, which 
we considered and debated, on which 
we had a vote and on which some of us 
were in the minority, the bill went out, 
and it has been placed on the calendar. 
It is not as if that bill is before us—
substantive legislation. Instead, what 
we have now is an amendment that 
takes most of the content of that bill 
and seeks to add it as an amendment to 
the appropriations bill. 

This isn’t an amendment that deals 
with numbers and figures. It is not, in 
effect, an amendment that falls clearly 
within the bailiwick of the appropri-
ators. This is an amendment that real-
ly deals with a very important sub-
stantive issue of national policy. Sen-
ator BROWNBACK proposes to change it, 
to take out of the law a provision that 
is now in the law. I think it is very im-
portant to understand that. In other 
words, the amendment offered by the 
distinguished Senator from Kansas 
would make a major alteration in ex-
isting law, and it would seek to do it, 
as I have indicated, in the context of 
considering the appropriations legisla-
tion. 

I can remember a time in this body 
where efforts to do that alone were rea-
son enough to oppose an amendment. It 
was not too long ago. In other words, 
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efforts to really put in the appropria-
tions context major changes in sub-
stantive law would be met with the 
contention that this should be dealt 
with by the substantive committee and 
ought not to be intruded into the ap-
propriations process, that we should 
not ‘‘legislate on an appropriations 
bill.’’ How many times have we heard 
that phrase? Particularly, it seems to 
me when the legislation is on the cal-
endar, it is available at an appropriate 
time to be considered by this body, in 
the proper context, where we could 
have the major debate, which I think 
this provision requires with respect to 
the substance of U.S. policy. 

Now, one of the things this proposed 
amendment does, which represents a 
major shift in policy, is the impact it 
would have on section 907 of the Free-
dom Support Act, which addresses the 
question of government-to-government 
aid to Azerbaijan, so long as they 
maintain a blockade on Armenia. Sec-
tion 907 precludes such aid. 

This amendment, in effect, would re-
move that provision in the law. To the 
credit of the chairman of the com-
mittee, he has offered an amendment 
that would knock out that provision. If 
that were to prevail, it would signifi-
cantly reduce my concerns about this 
amendment, although I have some 
other concerns, not of the same mag-
nitude as this one. 

Let me address a couple of questions 
here. Section 907, in my judgment, 
made sense when it was enacted, and it 
continues to make sense today. To 
waive it in the absence of any progress 
toward a lifting of the blockade would 
reward the Government of Azerbaijan 
for its intransigence and remove a 
major incentive for good-faith negotia-
tions from one side in the conflict be-
tween Azerbaijan and Armenia. 

For nearly a decade, the Government 
of Azerbaijan has prevented the trans-
port of food, fuel, medicine—let me re-
peat that—food, fuel, medicine, and 
other vital commodities to Armenia 
and to Nagorno-Karabakh, causing im-
mense human suffering. During win-
ters, much of the Armenian population 
has had to live without heat, elec-
tricity, or water. Schools and hospitals 
have been unable to function, and most 
Armenian industries have been forced 
to close down, crippling the economy 
and producing widespread unemploy-
ment and poverty. 

Think of this. Azerbaijan is imposing 
a blockade on Armenia —total: no food, 
no fuel, no medicines. The blockade has 
been particularly devastating because 
a similar restriction is imposed by Tur-
key on traffic to Armenia and because 
of the civil conflict that makes trans-
port through Georgia difficult. Since 
Armenia is entirely landlocked, they 
are left with hardly any alternative. 
They have a small border with Iran; 
but, of course, that is the very outcome 
we do not want to encourage in terms 
of where they turn for supplies. 

This law was written in an effort to 
move the countries toward negotiating 
a peaceful resolution of their disputes. 
All Azerbaijan must do to get section 
907 lifted is—and I quote this under ex-
isting law—‘‘take demonstrable steps 
to cease all blockades against Armenia 
and Nagorno-Karabakh.’’ 

Again, they must ‘‘take demon-
strable steps to cease all blockades 
against Armenia and Nagorno-
Karabakh.’’ 

This is an entirely reasonable expec-
tation, especially given the ostensible 
purpose of the amendment which the 
Senator from Kansas has offered, which 
is ‘‘to promote trade and commerce 
and economic cooperation between the 
countries of the region.’’ 

He wants to promote trade and com-
merce amongst the countries of the re-
gion, and yet Azerbaijan is maintain-
ing this embargo, which precludes any 
such trade with Armenia. 

The Government of Azerbaijan con-
tinues to thwart U.S. attempts to pro-
mote peaceful conflict resolution and 
regional economic integration. Al-
though a cease-fire has been in effect 
in Nagorno-Karabakh since 1994, Azer-
baijan has not moved to lift the eco-
nomic blockade. It is also seeking to 
exclude Armenia from all East-West 
commercial corridors. 

Let me be very clear what the exist-
ing law, section 907, limits or retains, 
because this is an effort to apply in a 
nuance way an incentive, or a subtle 
pressure, to try to move the parties in 
the region towards a peaceful resolu-
tion of their dispute. 

We are not talking about commercial 
trade. Some people refer to this provi-
sion as an ‘‘economic sanction.’’ Let’s 
examine that. 

The provision of the existing law, 
section 907, prohibits direct U.S. Gov-
ernment aid to Azerbaijan as long as 
they maintain this blockade. The pro-
posed amendment would lift that. So 
the aid could be given even though 
they maintain the blockade, which, as 
I have indicated, I think would be a 
terrible step, a very harmful, sub-
stantive policy decision. 

We are not talking about commercial 
trade, which is usually where you de-
bate economic sanctions. In fact, the 
United States has perfectly normal 
trade relationships with Azerbaijan. To 
the extent that U.S. companies may 
not be investing there, it is due to that 
country’s economic and political insta-
bility, its corruption, and to the low 
price of oil—not due to a lack of U.S. 
taxpayer assistance. 

In fact, under the existing law, Azer-
baijan receives U.S. assistance. It gets 
$24 million in economic assistance, 
which will bring it to a total of over 
$100 million since 1994. Because section 
907, as it is now written in the law, 
does not apply to the Trade and Devel-
opment Agency, the Export-Import 
Bank, to OPIC, to humanitarian assist-

ance, to the foreign and commercial 
services, to activities to support de-
mocracy, nonproliferation, and disar-
mament, or aid through nongovern-
mental organizations, all of those ac-
tivities can take place now under exist-
ing 907. 

So what 907 does in order to attempt 
to exercise a certain amount of influ-
ence in how matters progress in that 
area is restrict the direct government-
to-government assistance. Assistance 
through aid through nongovernmental 
organizations is not touched. Even 
some government assistance, if it goes 
to support democracy, nonprolifera-
tion, and disarmament, can take place. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. SARBANES. I yield to the chair-
man of the subcommittee. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The distinguished 
Senator from Maryland has just out-
lined the ways in which 907 has been 
modified in many respects since 1992 in 
order to further nudge Azerbaijan in 
the direction of getting this conflict 
settled. 

The Senator also pointed out that 
nothing yet has happened, and to take 
away the last remaining carrot or 
stick, if you will, that would encourage 
the settlement of this dispute, the Sen-
ator is entirely correct, would be a 
very bad policy decision. 

Mr. SARBANES. The Senator is ab-
solutely right. This body has responded 
in the past. The argument was, well, if 
you just give some carrot, you would 
see some change in behavior. 

When we first started out with 907, it 
was much more restrictive. Over the 
passage of time, these various excep-
tions have been put into the law. But 
we have retained a more limited num-
ber of restrictions. To move them now 
altogether—I mean the ball game is 
over with. Why should Azerbaijan be 
concerned to settle anything? 

Some say, well this somehow is a 
sanction. What we are talking about 
here is whether U.S. direct foreign as-
sistance will be made available. For-
eign assistance is not an entitlement. I 
want to repeat that. Foreign assistance 
is not an entitlement. 

I hope people aren’t going to get up 
on the floor and say: Well, somehow 
there is some kind of entitlement and, 
therefore, Azerbaijan is entitled to get 
foreign assistance. The placing of con-
ditions upon foreign aid is both reason-
able and appropriate for policy as well 
as budgetary reasons. It is a standard 
procedure. Conditions should not be 
considered sanctions. They ensure that 
U.S. aid serves U.S. interests. 

I doubt seriously, if Members would 
stop and really focus on it, that there 
would be any Member of this body who 
would suggest that we should give for-
eign aid regardless of the recipient’s 
policies and actions; that somehow 
they have an entitlement claim to for-
eign assistance, and, therefore, there 
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can be no conditions, or no restrictions 
placed on it, and regardless of what the 
recipient’s policies and actions are, we 
need to provide that assistance. 

Let me turn to Azerbaijan’s perform-
ance in the peace process, because 
there is a peace process underway. Con-
ceivably, if Armenia was blocking the 
peace process and Azerbaijan was co-
operating with it, one could come 
along and say: Well, we have to make 
some accommodation to Azerbaijan be-
cause they are now working with the 
peace process. 

It is exactly the opposite. That peace 
process has been stalled since Novem-
ber when Azerbaijan, the very country 
that this amendment now seeks to free 
of any limitations on American foreign 
assistance, when Azerbaijan unilater-
ally rejected a compromise proposal 
put forward by the cochairs of the 
OSCE’s so-called Minsk Group—Russia, 
France, and the United States. The 
OSCE has established a Minsk Group 
that is chaired by Russia, France, and 
the United States as cochairs, and they 
have been trying to develop a peace 
process to resolve this matter between 
Armenia, Nagorno-Karabakh, and Azer-
baijan. 

In November of 1998, the Minsk 
Group called for a common state of 
Azerbaijan and Nagorno-Karabakh. The 
so-called common state approach was 
accepted by Armenia and Nagorno-
Karabakh as the basis for negotiations 
among the parties in spite of the seri-
ous reservations which were held by 
Armenia and Nagorno-Karabakh. 

This is a proposal that the Minsk 
Group put to the parties in order to ad-
vance the peace process. Armenia and 
Nagorno-Karabakh, with concerns, nev-
ertheless, accepted this development as 
a way of going forward with the direct 
negotiations. 

Azerbaijan summarily rejected the 
peace plan, threatened to overturn the 
cease-fire, which has been in effect, and 
then complained about the delay in 
finding a resolution to the conflict, and 
recently—from reliable reports—Azer-
baijan has provoked a series of armed 
incidents along the cease-fire line. 

Furthermore, in addition to rejecting 
the peace plan, Azerbaijan objected to 
Armenia’s proposals to foster regional 
cooperation through open borders and 
restoration of rail and road links in the 
Caucasus. Armenia’s proposal was set 
out at the Transport Corridor Europe 
Caucasus and Asia Conference held in 
Azerbaijan in September of 1998, but 
Azerbaijan refused to recognize any of 
these rights or obligations insofar as 
they applied to Armenia. 

I want to underscore not only this re-
calcitrance but this absolute repudi-
ation of the peace process, of this effort 
by the Minsk Group—headed by 
France, Russia, and the United States, 
the three cochairs—to try to develop a 
peace process to resolve this situation 
in the Caucasus. Azerbaijan has refused 
to participate. 

Do not forget how the war started. 
After years of denying the people of 
Nagorno-Karabakh their constitutional 
rights and freedom, the government of 
Azerbaijan undertook a massive mili-
tary offensive against Nagorno-
Karabakh in the winter of 1993 to 1994. 
Although Azerbaijan launched the at-
tacks, they encountered a better orga-
nized defense and were forced to nego-
tiate a cease-fire, which has been in ef-
fect since May of 1994. As I indicated 
earlier, they threatened to overturn 
that cease-fire recently when they re-
jected the proposal of the Minsk Group. 

In the face of this behavior, it is now 
proposed by an amendment to lift the 
remaining few limitations on direct 
American foreign assistance to Azer-
baijan. Obviously, Azerbaijan wants a 
completely normal relationship with 
the United States, but in a ‘‘prod’’ for 
them to rectify this situation and to 
give us a more stable, peaceful environ-
ment, that remains one of the prods we 
ought not give away. 

The waiving of section 907 of the 
Freedom Support Act would reward the 
party that has been intransigent in 
peace negotiations and has actually 
thwarted legitimate aspirations for de-
mocracy and justice in the region. 

I intend later to go into some detail 
with respect to the human rights prac-
tices in Azerbaijan, taken, of course, 
from the human rights report of the 
Department of State, the annual report 
that is made on human rights condi-
tions in various countries around the 
world. I know there are others who 
want to speak, so I don’t propose to do 
that right now. If we are seriously en-
tertaining the prospect of changing 
this law, lifting the remaining limita-
tions that are provided by section 907, 
obviously one of the things we must do 
is examine the human rights practices 
of the country that is going to be freed 
from these limitations. 

Let me read one paragraph from the 
State Department report, in lieu of a 
more complete exposition of this situa-
tion, which is what I hope to do later. 
This will give some sense of the prob-
lem.

Azerbaijan is a republic with a presidential 
form of government. Heydar Aliyev, who as-
sumed presidential powers after the over-
throw of his democratically elected prede-
cessor in 1993, was reelected in October in a 
controversial election marred by numerous, 
serious irregularities, violations of the elec-
tion law, and lack of transparency in the 
vote counting process at the district and na-
tional levels. President Aliyev and his sup-
porters, many from his home region of 
Nakhchivan, continue to dominate the Gov-
ernment and the multiparty 125-member 
Parliament chosen in the flawed 1995 elec-
tions. The Constitution, adopted in a 1995 
referendum, established a system of govern-
ment based on a division of powers between 
a strong presidency, a legislature with the 
power to approve the budget and impeach 
the President, and a judiciary with limited 
independence. The judiciary does not func-
tion independently of the executive branch 
and is corrupt and inefficient. 

Later the report goes on to detail nu-
merous human rights abuses on the 
part of the police, the ministry of in-
ternal affairs, and the ministry of na-
tional security. As this debate pro-
gresses, I will seek to develop those 
points in order to make it clear that 
certainly the human rights record 
doesn’t warrant eliminating the limita-
tion. Certainly, the support of the 
peace process doesn’t warrant what 
this amendment proposes to do. Cer-
tainly, the nature of the blockade 
which they have imposed, which goes 
to humanitarian goods and services as 
well as everything else, doesn’t war-
rant lifting the amendment. 

The amendment, obviously, raises 
very difficult questions. It represents a 
major departure in substance in terms 
of our policy. I know the chairman has 
an amendment which will knock out 
this provision as it affects section 907. 
I am very supportive of that. I hope 
that will carry. 

In any event, I am very much op-
posed to the amendment. I am frank to 
say I don’t think we should be dealing 
with this amendment on an appropria-
tions bill. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. SARBANES. Certainly. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I have listened 

carefully to the Senator’s comments 
which quite accurately lay out the se-
quence of events since the war in the 
early 1990s. Can my friend from Mary-
land think of any incentive whatsoever 
that Azerbaijan might have to settle 
this conflict if we repeal section 907? 

Mr. SARBANES. I think we will have 
eliminated the last prod that we have 
to try to get them to settle the war and 
enter into a more normal, peaceful 
trading and commercial relationship 
with Armenia. 

It is an irony that this amendment, 
this Silk Road Act, is supposedly to en-
courage commerce and trade amongst 
the countries in the region but that it 
has a repeal of 907 for one of the coun-
tries that is imposing a blockade on 
such trade and commerce with its 
neighbor. 

It makes absolutely no sense. It runs 
counter to the announced objective of 
the legislation and of the amendment. 
We have a situation where we have a 
cease-fire, we have a Minsk process in 
action. We have a proposal submitted 
by the three cochairs. Azerbaijan re-
jected it. An effort is being made to re-
visit that, to try to move that situa-
tion forward. 

I think to come in with this amend-
ment at this time is certainly not 
going to help the peace process. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask my friend 
from Maryland, is it not true one of the 
things that Azerbaijan wants more 
than anything is a normal relationship 
with the United States? If they can 
achieve that without negotiation, this 
Senator is very pessimistic about the 
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possibility of ever settling this con-
flict. 

I have had the opportunity to visit 
refugee camps in both of these coun-
tries. I must say to my friend from 
Maryland, I don’t see any end to it. 
These people have been living in ref-
ugee camps now for 5 or 6 years. If this 
conflict isn’t settled some time soon, 
with its sense of hopelessness and de-
spair, we will have children being born, 
growing up, and reaching adulthood in 
these refugee camps with no hope of a 
normal life. 

It seems to me, as the Senator from 
Maryland has indicated, and I agree 
with him totally, we ought to be doing 
everything we can to encourage the 
end of this dispute—not to take steps 
that could well lead to an inevitable 
and lengthy process. Conceivably, this 
could never be settled. You could have 
these refugee camps there 10, 20 years 
from now, breeding hopelessness and 
terrorism and all the rest that we have 
seen coming out of refugee camps in 
other parts of the world. 

Mr. SARBANES. The Senator is ab-
solutely right. The really discouraging 
thing was that the Minsk people made 
the proposal. That is the United 
States, France, and Russia, speaking 
on behalf of the OSCE. And Azerbaijan 
rejected participating in that process. 
Had Azerbaijan accepted it and Arme-
nia rejected it, I can imagine people 
would say, Azerbaijan is trying to 
make the peace process work, Armenia 
is blocking it, and we ought to go 
ahead and enter into this normal rela-
tionship with Azerbaijan. But that was 
not the case. 

Second—I will detail it later—to 
some extent I am reluctant to detail 
the human rights performance, because 
one does not like to come on the floor 
of the Senate and go into a lengthy ex-
position of that issue. We want people 
to improve. When we do these human 
rights reports, we try to not, as it 
were, overload them. But now when 
you offer an amendment that is going 
to take out the last limitation we have 
on aid, it seems to me at a minimum it 
warrants a very careful examination of 
the human rights performance within 
Azerbaijan. I am frank to tell you I 
think, once we undertake to do that, 
most Members are going to have in-
creasingly growing questions about the 
nature of this regime and about wheth-
er we should be trying now to repeal 
any limitations on providing assistance 
which could serve as a way to try to 
get a better performance. 

I have gone on for some time. I see 
my colleague from Michigan has been 
on the floor waiting patiently. I will 
come back, obviously, and revisit this 
issue; particularly, if necessary, to get 
into this human rights discussion. 

As you know, each year the State De-
partment puts out a country report on 
human rights practices. This one is for 
1998. This is in accordance with legisla-

tion enacted by the Congress. There is 
a lengthy section in here on Azer-
baijan, which I think Members cer-
tainly ought to have in mind as they 
consider whether we should adopt the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from Kansas which repeals section 907 
of existing law. I want it to be very 
clearly understood, the amendment 
that has been offered makes a very sig-
nificant change in existing law, and the 
second-degree amendment offered by 
the chairman of the committee would 
take out the provision that is most of-
fensive in that regard, and that is the 
proposal of the Senator from Kansas to 
in effect give up an open waiver on sec-
tion 907, thereby in effect providing for 
its repeal. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CRAPO). The Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 

realize I have spoken on this a couple 
of times, but I have heard arguments 
put forward that I want to clarify my 
response to so it is in the RECORD. 

No. 1 is that the administration, the 
U.S. administration, the U.S. Govern-
ment, is part of the Minsk Group. It is 
part of the group trying to negotiate a 
peace between Azerbaijan and Arme-
nia. The Clinton administration, they 
support my amendment. They sup-
ported it in committee this year. They 
supported it last year in the Congress. 
They think this is a good idea. This is 
the administration that is negotiating, 
part of the three outside members—
France, Russia, and the United 
States—part of the overall Minsk 
Group, along with Azerbaijan and Ar-
menia, that is negotiating this peace. 

So if this is ill timed, maybe we 
ought to tell the administration that, 
because they support my amendment. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield for a question on that point? 

Mr. BROWNBACK. If you will let me 
finish my statement. I have listened 
for a long period of time to the Senator 
from Maryland, so I want to just make 
sure this is clear. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. BROWNBACK. If I could just go 
ahead and finish my statement. You 
have had a good chance. 

The Clinton administration supports 
my position on this. They think it 
would help the United States in being 
an evenhanded negotiator so we do not 
have a set of unilateral sanctions, 
sanctions on one of the parties. They 
think that is important. They have 
supported it. We have letters to that 
effect. I will submit those for the 
RECORD for all my colleagues. 

Mr. President, we are not lifting the 
sanctions. We are providing the admin-
istration with the same national inter-
est waiver, the same one that applies 
to all the former Soviet Union coun-
tries. It has in it requirements that if 
human rights abuses are taking place, 

we cannot provide aid from the United 
States. I noted in my statement I made 
here earlier, I think all these countries 
are having human rights issues being 
brought forward, including Armenia, 
including Azerbaijan. Those are things 
that should be taken into consider-
ation. But we do not lift the human 
rights requirements. All we do in this 
amendment is to provide the adminis-
tration with national interest waivers. 
We don’t lift them. We provide the ad-
ministration national interest waivers. 
They can leave every sanction in and 
put more on if they deem it wise and 
prudent and the right thing to do. 

They seem to me to be in the right 
position to consider whether or not 
sanctions should be lifted, whether or 
not human rights violations are taking 
place at the hands of the Azeris, the 
hands of the Armenians. I think there 
are enough human rights abuses to go 
around in this region. I think most of 
the reports will cite that as well. I 
think the administration should have 
the authority to determine that and 
move this process forward. 

I want to make sure it is clear to our 
colleagues. This is providing the ad-
ministration the national interest 
waiver. It does not lift the sanctions. 
The administration can put those in 
place. The administration supports the 
position. 

In that regard, I have a letter from 
the President stating support for the 
amendment. I ask unanimous consent 
it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, April 19, 1999. 

Hon. SAM BROWNBACK, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SAM: I congratulate you for your 
leadership in working to strengthen ties 
with all the countries of the Caucasus and 
Central Asia. The meeting you are hosting, 
in the context of the NATO Summit, will 
provide an important opportunity for dia-
logue among leaders from the region, Mem-
bers of Congress, representatives of my Ad-
ministration, and other American opinion 
leaders. Similarly, I share the goals reflected 
in your bill, the Silk Road Strategy Act, and 
will work with you to achieve them. 

The United States has a clear stake in the 
success of the New Independent States of the 
Caucasus and Central Asia. These young 
countries have stated that they seek sta-
bility, democracy, and prosperity. We have a 
chance to contribute to their efforts if we 
stand with them. The United States must 
continue to play an active and balanced role 
in the Caucasus and Central Asia—sup-
porting peace in Nagorno-Karabakh and 
Abkhazia; promoting democracy and market 
economics through our assistance programs, 
which should be free from unproductive re-
strictions; and improving the security envi-
ronment through bilateral programs and 
support for NATO’s Partnership for Peace. 

Your strong leadership helps underscore 
the bipartisan nature of, and true national 
interest in, these issues. I look forward to 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:23 Oct 04, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00037 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S30JN9.001 S30JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE14842 June 30, 1999
continuing to work with you to achieve our 
common goals in this area. 

Sincerely, 
BILL. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. People can look 
at that. As far as this being a sensitive 
time in the negotiations, I support 
peace in the region, but this battle, 
this fight between the sides, has been 
going on since 1992. We have had a 
ceasefire for the last 5 years. There has 
not been significant movement in the 
peace process or a significant proposal 
since 1997. If the administration 
thought it was such a sensitive time, I 
think they would be here saying don’t 
offer this amendment rather than sup-
porting my position. 

So I hope my colleagues will look at 
all these issues and determine the ad-
ministration is probably right. This is 
something we should do. We should put 
everybody on an equal footing so we 
can work with all the people in this re-
gion, and I think that would be an im-
portant thing to do. 

With that, I will be happy to yield for 
a question from my colleague. 

Mr. SARBANES. I listened to my col-
league with interest. First of all, I find 
it intriguing he finds himself so sup-
portive of the administration in this 
instance. Let me ask my colleague this 
question. Does he know of any adminis-
tration that would not want to be 
given, by the Congress, a total waiver 
authority? 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I don’t know that 
I can answer that, but I know this ad-
ministration would appreciate that. 
But it is not just that. They also say 
here the administration strongly sup-
ports passage of the Silk Road Strat-
egy Act, which may be added to the bill 
as an amendment. They appreciate the 
committee’s continued efforts to re-
duce restrictions in section 907 of the 
Freedom Support Act. 

There is very specific and very clear 
support. 

Mr. SARBANES. Absolutely. Because 
the Senator gives the administration a 
blank check. No administration is 
going to spurn that. Every administra-
tion, if you offer them a blank check, 
is going to take it. They would be fools 
not to. Obviously they are supportive. 
You are, in effect, giving them all the 
authority. The Congress made a judg-
ment in this matter, and it has consist-
ently held to that judgment over the 
years, and I don’t think Congress 
should go back on that judgment. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Reclaiming my 
time, I note this is the administration 
that is negotiating peace in this re-
gion. They want peace as I want peace 
in this region. They are saying: Look, 
this is an appropriate thing to bring up 
at this particular time, and it will help 
us in moving forward to peace in the 
region. They are in a better position to 
judge that, with all due respect to my 
colleague from Maryland. 

Mr. President, my colleague from 
Michigan was kind enough to yield me 

time to speak. I appreciate that. I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I en-
joyed listening to this discussion. I 
spoke earlier on this same amendment 
and want to speak again. 

I am a cosponsor with the Senator 
from Kentucky of the second-degree 
amendment which was offered earlier 
today to the amendment of the Senator 
from Kansas. 

As many of my colleagues may know, 
contained within S. 579 is the waiver, 
which we have been discussing, of sec-
tion 907 of the Freedom Support Act. 
Section 907 restricts some forms of U.S. 
assistance to the Government of Azer-
baijan until it takes demonstrable 
steps to cease all blockades against Ar-
menia and Nagorno-Karabakh. The 
Azerbaijan blockade has cut off trans-
port of fuel, food, medicine, and other 
vital goods and commodities to these 
regions. This in turn has forced the 
United States to send ongoing emer-
gency lifesaving assistance to Armenia 
and, more recently, Nagorno-Karabakh 
as well. 

The present conflict between Azer-
baijan and Armenia has been the sub-
ject of an ongoing peace process. With 
the consent of the United States, the 
Organization for Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe, their Minsk Group, as 
we have heard, has been assigned the 
responsibility of fashioning a peace 
proposal satisfactory to the conflicting 
parties. 

Despite serious reservations, Arme-
nia and Nagorno-Karabakh have ac-
cepted the OSCE’s recommendations. 
As the Senator from Maryland just 
pointed out, Azerbaijan has not. In 
fact, they have summarily rejected the 
compromise peace proposal. If Azer-
baijan had accepted the compromise 
plan, cowritten by the United States, 
direct negotiations would already be 
underway, and this conflict may have 
well been on its way to being resolved. 

If we vote today to abolish section 
907, we, in effect, would reward Azer-
baijan’s rejection of the OSCE com-
promise peace proposal. We will have 
undermined what I believe and what I 
think a number of my colleagues who 
have already spoken believe to be a pri-
mary objective of that proposal, which 
is ending Azerbaijan’s ongoing block-
ade. 

The comments of both the Senator 
from Kentucky and the Senator from 
Maryland have been right on point. It 
could not be more self-evident that if 
the one and only leverage we have in 
the peace process to bring an end to 
this blockade and to the hostile rela-
tionships is taken away, there will be 
no incentives whatsoever. 

It would be, in my judgment, coun-
terproductive in the extreme to create 
incentives for the intransigent party to 
stay the course, to remain intran-

sigent. This, in my judgment, will not 
bring lasting peace to the region, and I 
question seriously the conclusion that 
apparently the administration has 
reached that somehow this administra-
tion, or any other, will be more effec-
tive as a negotiator if this changes. 

There are plenty of countries that 
have an interest in this region that do 
not have a provision like section 907 in 
place. Yet they have been no more suc-
cessful in influencing Azerbaijan. The 
Minsk proposal was rejected by Azer-
baijan. I do not understand how, in ef-
fect, rewarding Azerbaijan for its re-
sistance is going to change anything. 

I want to comment on another point 
the Senator from Kansas made. He has 
mentioned several times today his pro-
vision, the Silk Road Act, includes a 
so-called national security waiver. He 
indicates that it does not, of course, 
eliminate the sanctions, it just simply 
allows the President to exercise the 
waiver which would remove those sanc-
tions if, in the President’s view, the 
circumstances allowed that. This pro-
vision, as the Senator from Maryland 
just said, would, in effect, give the 
President the power to repeal section 
907 or to maintain it. 

However, its practical effect would be 
to eliminate section 907. The adminis-
tration is on record, and very clearly 
on record, in supporting the repeal of 
this principal provision of the law and 
has been a vocal supporter of the Silk 
Road bill itself, as the Senator from 
Kansas just indicated. 

The notion we are not, in effect, re-
pealing section 907, we are simply put-
ting the President in a position to con-
sider using a national security waiver 
to repeal it, may be technically true. 
But as a practical matter, if we act 
today to eliminate section 907 and re-
place it with a waiver language that is 
suggested, we would be eliminating the 
section 907 sanctions automatically, 
because I find it hard to believe the 
President, in light of his statements 
and his support, would retain section 
907. 

I reiterate to my colleagues the im-
portance of our second-degree amend-
ment. Irrespective of your views on the 
Silk Road Act, either substantively or, 
for that matter, as a part of the foreign 
operations appropriations bill, our 
amendment would be consistent with 
our policies in this region, and it would 
maintain existing law with respect to 
the Government of Azerbaijan. 

I hope my colleagues will support 
Chairman MCCONNELL and myself and 
others who are supporting this very 
important amendment. 

Also, I personally believe the treat-
ment that has been received by the 
people of Armenia—and this is not the 
only time in this century that the peo-
ple of Armenia have been victims of ac-
tions by military forces beyond their 
control—the treatment is simply unac-
ceptable. I am not saying there are not 
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arguments of sympathy toward all par-
ties in this region, but the U.S. Gov-
ernment made the right step when we 
instituted section 907, that we ex-
pressed an appropriate level of sym-
pathy, as well as support, and appro-
priately so, for the people of Armenia. 
It would be a tragic mistake for us 
today to reverse course and to set in 
motion what, in effect, would be a re-
peal of section 907. It will send the 
wrong message to the Azerbaijanis, and 
I believe just from a human rights 
point of view, it would send the wrong 
message with regard to our feelings to-
ward the people of Armenia. 

Actions such as that would not be 
evenhanded, but clearly it would be a 
decisive gesture on behalf of Azer-
baijan. In my judgment, when one 
takes into account the entire historic 
scope of things, that is not an appro-
priate action for our country to take. 

I urge colleagues to support our sec-
ond-degree amendment, to then vote 
their conscience with regard to the 
Silk Road Act, both on substance as 
well as its inclusion in this legislation. 
As I indicated earlier, I support the ef-
forts of the Senator from Kansas in vir-
tually all other respects with regard to 
this effort and with regard to that leg-
islation, except for this provision. 

Today, on behalf of myself and the 
others who have joined on the second- 
degree amendment, I hope we will have 
support. Let’s not make this dramatic 
change in American foreign policy in 
this context. Let’s send a message to 
the people of Azerbaijan that we hope 
they will take seriously the negotia-
tion of the peace process and that 
America remains firm in its resolve to 
not continue or to open up these addi-
tional forms of aid until such time as 
the proposal we have already offered is 
favorably acted on. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield on that point, please? 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Certainly. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 

bring to the Senator’s attention a 
statement that was adopted on April 15 
of this year by 23 political parties in 
Azerbaijan that are members of the 
movement for electoral reform and 
democratic elections. These are the 
major opposition parties in Azerbaijan. 
Listen to this:

The existing Government of Azerbaijan, 
having usurped powers as a result of a plot in 
1993, created an antidemocratic regime in 
the country, violated human rights and free-
doms, performed brutal repressive policies 
against political parties and opposition 
forces, pursued and jailed hundreds of citi-
zens for political reasons, falsified presi-
dential elections, remained indifferent to the 
assassination of deputies of the people, 
brought social economic conditions of the 
population down to a deep precipice, ille-
gally redirected credits from foreign coun-
tries for their own purposes, failed to achieve 
significant improvements in the oil industry, 
created conditions for the session of some al-
ready-signed oil contracts, misappropriated 
industrial enterprises and violated the labor 

rights of hundreds of thousands of citizens, 
substantially destroyed the industrial poten-
tial of the country, brought agriculture to a 
disastrous state, created conditions where a 
selected group of individuals accumulate 
state property in their hands but conceal it 
under the name of reforms, raise corruption 
and bribery to historically high levels and, 
thus, brought many sectors of the life of the 
country to a state of catastrophe.

Then they talk later—I am not going 
to quote it all—about the cruel pres-
sure of the Government against the 
free and independent mass media, how 
citizens were illegally arrested for par-
ticipating in election rallies and sen-
tenced to jail terms. 

Imagine the courage it took to make 
this statement. And now the Congress 
of the United States is going to come 
along and repeal section 907? What 
message does that send to these brave 
people who are challenging their own 
authoritarian government on its prac-
tices? 

The Senator is absolutely right. It 
would send absolutely the wrong mes-
sage; would it not? 

Mr. ABRAHAM. It would. 
I say to the Senator from Maryland, 

I obviously do not know, with respect 
to each and every one of those issues 
that was raised by opposition parties, 
the full story, but I also would suspect 
that very few of our colleagues know 
the full story or have examined that 
aspect of this debate. 

It seems to me, in the absence of a 
fuller examination, it would really be a 
mistake for the Members of the Senate 
to vote to remove, effectively repeal 
section 907 unless they know more of 
the background that the Senator just 
discussed. 

I know the Senator from Maryland 
plans to discuss some of the other 
issues today, but I urge colleagues who 
are not on the floor and maybe are not 
following this as closely to just take 
note of that list and other similar 
kinds of lists of concerns that have 
been raised and very serious charges 
that have been leveled against the gov-
ernment that we would now, in effect, 
set in motion a potential plan to sup-
port. It seems to me this is the kind of 
issue that requires far greater scrutiny 
by the Members of the Senate before 
we would take that action. 

I appreciate the Senator from Mary-
land raising those issues at this time. 

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. If I could pick 
right up on the comments made by the 
Senator from Maryland and the Sen-
ator from Michigan, we are talking 
about a major change in American for-
eign policy in this amendment. This is 
a very serious change in our policy to-
ward that part of the world. It is not as 
if, as the Senator from Maryland has 
pointed out and as the Senator from 
Michigan has pointed out, the United 

States has no relationship with Azer-
baijan. 

The administration already, without 
the repeal of 907, can do Export-Import 
Bank loan guarantees and support. It 
can do OPIC insurance and support. It 
can do Trade Development Agency fea-
sibility studies and support. It can do 
any activities sponsored by the U.S. 
Foreign Commercial Service. It can do 
election and democracy support. It can 
do Nunn-Lugar nonproliferation sup-
port. And last but not least, it can do 
humanitarian support, which includes 
food, medicine, and related relief. 

In other words, 907 has basically been 
stripped down over the last few years 
so that all of those activities between 
our Government and Azerbaijan can 
take place. So there is not much left of 
907. 

But as the Senators from Maryland 
and Michigan have pointed out, what is 
left is significant because without it 
there is no real reason for Azerbaijan 
to pursue the much-needed peace with 
Armenia that the citizens of both coun-
tries richly deserve. 

So I thank both Senator SARBANES 
and Senator ABRAHAM for their con-
tributions to this important debate. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BROWNBACK addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas. 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 

have noted in my opening statement, 
and I have noted later, the human 
rights issues that exist throughout the 
region. There is no doubt that they 
exist. I think the same standards 
should be applied to Azerbaijan as 
apply to the other countries in the re-
gion. And those do stay in place. 

This is talk of a major shift in U.S. 
foreign policy. I, again, remind people 
that we are simply providing the Presi-
dent with waiver authority. If he deter-
mines that human rights abuses are 
such that any of the sanctions should 
not be lifted, they will not be lifted. 
The administration is given that au-
thority. We do not lift those sanctions. 
The President maintains that. 

I also note, in the human rights 
area—because this is an area of key 
concern, as it should be an area of key 
concern to everybody—we recently had 
a coffee for the Israeli Minister of 
Trade and Industry, Natan Sharansky. 
That name should be familiar to some 
Members. He is one of the leading 
human rights voices in the world. This 
is a person who understands the con-
nection between the U.S. position and 
human rights problems. 

He was here specifically to support 
the Silk Road Strategy Act of the bill. 
He said this:

Look at the human rights situation and 
weigh this against the importance of the 
threat that is facing us. It is very important 
to engage and to continue to encourage a 
positive process and the way to do this is to 
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strengthen the role we are playing in the re-
gion.

Strengthen the U.S. role played in 
the region. Sharansky is clearly a per-
son who understands the importance of 
tying legislation to human rights. He 
is a clear beneficiary of that having 
been done in the past. This is one of 
the clearest voices in the world. That 
is not to deny that human rights 
abuses have occurred. But we are not 
lifting the standards of human rights. 
We are not saying that Azerbaijan has 
a lower standard than everybody else. 
We are saying everybody has the same 
standard. And we provide the President 
the national waiver authority. This 
does not shift U.S. policy if the Presi-
dent determines it is not in our na-
tional interest, which is the same 
standard we put to all countries. 

I plead with my colleagues to look 
seriously at this because while we can 
get down here in the weeds of some 
particular issues, we are talking about 
a region of the world that the Iranians 
are aggressively playing in now. All 
these Silk Road countries that I am 
talking about, the Iranians are there. 
They are providing aid, they are pro-
viding hate, and they are trying to 
overturn these governments. They can 
say that the authors of the amendment 
are saying: OK, let’s just pull this 907 
provision out. The rest is fine. 

Azerbaijan is a key part of this Eur-
asian connection of connecting this re-
gion together for democracy, for a 
growing competitive economy that can 
stand against the threat of the Ira-
nians and the militant fundamentalists 
expanding in this region that is taking 
place now. 

The notion that we have not looked 
at this enough—I bet we have had near-
ly 10 hearings in the Foreign Relations 
Committee between this Congress and 
last Congress on this issue. It passed 
the Foreign Relations Committee last 
Congress and this Congress. We have 
looked at it and looked at it. I wish we 
studied most issues as much as we have 
studied this one. We have. This one has 
been around. People have looked at it. 
This 907 provision has been in place for 
a number of years and it has not helped 
Armenia. 

My final point here is, I am seeking, 
by this, to help all the countries in this 
region and U.S. policy. I am seeking, 
by this, to help Armenia as well. I real-
ize that the people that are in opposi-
tion on this would not see that as such. 
But has our past policy helped Arme-
nia? Has that been of any help? 

I talked with the Foreign Minister 3 
or 4 months ago, and he talked about 
how terrible the situation was in Ar-
menia. And I agree, it probably is. But 
that is suffering under the law we put 
in place. Let’s try something that can 
lift the whole region up and build 
stakeholders who can say: We ought to 
cooperate and work together. 

Let’s try something that can work 
instead of this failed policy that is a 

unilateral sanction. Let’s provide to 
the President the authority to be able 
to do that, to move that peace process 
forward. This is the time to do that. I 
hope we can get to a vote here quickly. 

I inquire of my colleague from Ken-
tucky, I know he would like to move 
this bill, it would seem to me that 
probably we have had sufficient time. 
If there is a chance to move forward 
and vote, I think we are probably get-
ting to that point. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to my friend 
from Kansas, we are going to try to 
process a lot of other amendments. But 
we have not been offered a time agree-
ment on this yet. 

I see my colleague from Maryland is 
on his feet. If he would like to——

Mr. SARBANES. I want to ask the 
Senator from Kansas a question, if he 
would yield for a question. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Yes. And then I 
would like to yield to Senator 
HUTCHISON of Texas. 

Mr. SARBANES. Were any other 
countries encompassed within your 
Silk Road strategy that are imposing a 
blockade on their neighbors the way 
Azerbaijan is on Armenia? 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Yes. 
Mr. SARBANES. Who? 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Armenia. 
Mr. SARBANES. On whom? 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Azerbaijan. I 

think the Senator and I talked about 
this earlier today. The Senator will 
agree that Armenia has taken about 20 
percent of the territory of Azerbaijan. 
The U.N. has condemned that. And 
what effectively you have in place is a 
mutual battle line that has existed be-
tween those two. The U.N. has con-
demned this action and told Armenia: 
Let’s hold this back. 

Mr. SARBANES. The Minsk group is 
trying to resolve that issue. The war 
began because Azerbaijan moved into 
an aggressive mode. Does the Senator 
dispute that? 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Would you dis-
pute who is occupying whose territory? 

Mr. SARBANES. Let’s do it step by 
step. Does the Senator dispute that 
Azerbaijan began the war by moving 
into an aggressive mode? 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I don’t think that 
would necessarily be the case. I am not 
going to start to debate the origins of 
that war. 

Mr. SARBANES. It becomes a highly 
relevant question, doesn’t it? 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I think the rel-
evant question is how we move forward 
in this region of the world. That is the 
issue that we debate. 

Mr. SARBANES. The argument the 
Senator made about trying to move 
forward was responded to by the com-
mittee in the past with the Exim ex-
ception, with the OPIC exception, with 
the encouraging democracy exception, 
all of the provisions that provide some 
aid. Now the Senator wants to lift any 
limitations altogether. I think any 

chance of getting this situation re-
solved will simply be gone. 

I know the pressures that exist. The 
Silk Road strategy involves tremen-
dous oil interests. We ought to put that 
out on the table, I guess. Someone 
ought to lay that out as an important 
consideration. But it ought not to re-
sult in overturning what has been an 
established policy in the way we are 
trying to do it today, particularly in a 
situation when, last fall, we thought 
we would be able to move this peace 
process. Had Azerbaijan participated in 
the peace process last fall, we would 
have been able to move forward. They 
refused to do so. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, if I 
could reclaim my time, my colleague 
from Texas is here and desires to ad-
dress this overall issue. I yield to my 
colleague from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the Chair. 
I appreciate Senator BROWNBACK giv-

ing me a little time to talk about this, 
because I think it is a very important 
issue. There are a number of American 
investments being made in Azerbaijan 
right now. There are a number of 
American jobs that will be dependent 
on our keeping a good relationship 
with Azerbaijan. 

I have been able to visit Azerbaijan. 
I was there at the same time as the dis-
tinguished chairman of the sub-
committee. He knows this issue very 
well. 

I look at this a different way. I 
talked to the President of Azerbaijan 
while I was in his country and then 
when he visited our country to sign 
agreements with several American 
companies to do business in his coun-
try. It is of utmost concern to him that 
we are beginning to make investments 
in his country. He welcomes us. He 
wants to do business with us. Yet we 
have sanctions on his country because 
of internal conflicts. 

This is not a policy that is 
evenhandedly put forward by our coun-
try. We do business with other coun-
tries where we don’t agree with the 
way they are treating certain people 
within their own country. There are 
border disputes with other countries, 
but we don’t put sanctions on them in 
order to impose our will. 

I hope Senator BROWNBACK’s amend-
ment will pass, at least this part of the 
amendment, because I think it is im-
portant that we send a message to the 
President of Azerbaijan and to the peo-
ple of Azerbaijan that we want to be 
partners with them, that it is an im-
portant relationship to this country, 
and that we should continue to be able 
to help them work out this internal 
problem. But I don’t think imposing 
our will on them is the right thing to 
do. 

Senator BROWNBACK is trying to give 
the President the ability to maneuver 
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in the interest of the United States. I 
think it is a reasonable request. It is a 
good amendment. I hope that the Sen-
ate will support it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, in 
light of the comments of the Senator 
from Texas, I want to reemphasize 
something I said earlier. Section 907 is 
not a sanction. There is no provision 
currently in place that prevents Amer-
ican companies from trading or doing 
commerce in Azerbaijan. The only 
thing section 907 limits is it doesn’t 
allow foreign assistance direct from 
the U.S. Government to Azerbaijan un-
less Azerbaijan—listen to this —takes 
demonstrable steps to cease all block-
ades against Armenia and Nagorno-
Karabakh. So it is an absolute mis-
representation of the current situation 
to assert that this is a sanction. There 
are no trade sanctions. In fact, as the 
chairman of the subcommittee indi-
cated, there are a number of Govern-
ment programs that are operating in 
Azerbaijan. 

The only thing not now permitted is 
direct foreign aid. There is not an enti-
tlement to foreign aid. All we have 
said—I think, quite reasonably—is that 
you can’t get any foreign aid unless 
you take demonstrable steps to cease 
all blockades against Armenia. That is 
what 907 provides. 

Why should we give them foreign aid 
and allow them to continue the block-
ade? We want the blockade to cease. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. SARBANES. Certainly. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. The Senator from 

Maryland makes a very good point. I 
visited these countries. American busi-
ness is there. The American oil compa-
nies are there. I do not know why the 
American oil companies are so inter-
ested in the repeal of 907 because it is 
certainly not inhibiting their ability to 
do business in Azerbaijan or to drill in 
the Caspian Sea. Some of us have had 
an opportunity to see those offshore 
wells. I might say that the American 
oil industry is doing a wonderful job, 
very environmentally sound drilling 
practices in the Caspian Sea. It is high 
time because the Russians committed a 
number of environmental atrocities 
both onshore and offshore in Azer-
baijan during their decades there. 

No American business I am aware of 
is being inhibited from doing business 
in Azerbaijan by what little remains of 
907. I think the Senator from Maryland 
is correct in his interpretation of what 
remains of section 907. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, not 
to delay this extraordinarily, because I 
think we should move to a vote, we 
have had an extended debate. We have 
had extended hearings on this. It is 
time to go ahead and move forward to 
a vote. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. We do not yet 
have an agreement to move to a vote 
on this amendment. That may come 
later in the day. We do have a number 
of amendments we hope to be able to 
accept momentarily. So I can inform 
the Senate, I hope we are down to just 
a handful of remaining amendments 
that might require rollcall votes. Obvi-
ously, the Brownback amendment, as 
amended by the McConnell-Abraham 
amendment, is one that is going to re-
quire a rollcall vote. Before we get to 
that, we are going to dispose of a num-
ber of amendments by consent very 
shortly. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, if I 
could just reclaim my time, I want to 
correct one assertion that this is just 
about oil. I hope we would look at the 
people who live in this area of the 
world which is affected by this Silk 
Road Strategy Act. It is interrelated. 
It does all tie together to create this 
Eurasian corridor. 

If you pull Azerbaijan out of it and 
you say, okay, we will work with ev-
erybody but not with them, the cor-
ridor and its work towards lifting all of 
their economies in their countries 
doesn’t work, we are talking a total of 
nearly 72 million people in this region. 
If you look at a map of it, you need to 
work on this together. They have a lot 
of pressure on them from various areas. 

You really need to have this all 
hooked in together. We need to replace 
907 with a national interest waiver that 
the President can put, and then have a 
coherent U.S. policy so that we meet 
our interests in the region. It is clearly 
to have this engaged, not fall in the 
hands of the Iranians or back to the 
Russians, so we can build and grow 
with them and not force them to be-
come militant fundamentalist coun-
tries. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I just 

want to join in expressing real reserva-
tions about the Brownback proposal 
that effectively would provide discre-
tionary provisions to the President of 
the United States. Obviously, it has 
been represented by a number of those 
who have spoken on this issue that the 
U.S. does have interests in this par-
ticular part of the world. But it does 
seem to me, as someone who has fol-
lowed this situation closely over a 
number of years, for the United States 
now to be in a position where we are 
seeing a significant alteration of the 
balance of power by taking unilateral 
action, rather than trying to add to a 
resolution of the dispute, I think, only 
makes it more complicated, more dif-
ficult to try to reach some real chance 
for peace. 

I think in many different parts of the 
world, ultimately, the people who do 
have responsibility, authority, and 
power have to be willing to come to the 
negotiating table and be prepared to 
make tough and difficult decisions. To 

think that the United States, by some-
how changing and altering its position 
in terms of effectively siding with one 
side in this, thinks that we can really 
advance the cause for peace in that 
area, I think, is shortsighted. I think it 
really misunderstands the region and 
the historical and significant political 
forces at play in that region. 

All of us see there is a different op-
portunity in that part of the world cur-
rently. As we have seen the change in 
history in different parts of the world, 
whether in Northern Ireland, or per-
haps even today in terms of the Middle 
East, or in other parts of the world, we 
have seen, with the change of cir-
cumstances by outside forces, progress 
made. But for the United States now to 
be in a position where it moves unilat-
erally in terms of its interests, I don’t 
feel it really advances the cause of 
peace. There are those who have ad-
vanced different options about moving 
this whole political process forward, 
who can advance the country’s interest 
in that part of the world in a positive 
and constructive way. But I fail to see 
how this change will advance that in-
terest. I don’t believe it does. 

I strongly support the position my 
friend and colleague, Senator SAR-
BANES, has mentioned. We find out now 
there are indirect contacts that are 
available and accessible. We have the 
private sector already engaged. There 
are indirect lines of support to Azer-
baijan at the present time. But for the 
United States now to be in a position 
which effectively would commit itself 
to one side in this, after all of the var-
ious situations and the current situa-
tions, I think would be enormously 
counterproductive. 

So I certainly hope we will not take 
that action at this time. I don’t think 
it is warranted. It is not justified, and 
I think it would be counterproductive 
in terms of the interests of the people 
in that region. There have been initia-
tives for the cause of peace in that part 
of the world. The Armenians have indi-
cated a willingness to move that proc-
ess forward, and those have been re-
jected, as I understand it, by the 
Azerbaijanis. For the U.S., under these 
circumstances, to be in a situation 
where we could effectively—and we un-
derstand what is really at the bottom 
of this, and that is effectively coming 
down on one side—I think there fails to 
be a persuasive argument about trying 
to advance this process for peace and 
real prosperity, and freeing that region 
from the kinds of tensions it has faced 
in the past. 

I hope when the Senate comes to deal 
with this issue, we will maintain what 
I think has been a sound policy in the 
past and, with the new initiatives out 
there in terms of advancing peace, try 
to find ways to move the process for-
ward rather than interfering in these 
negotiations by favoring one side over 
another. 
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Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 

strongly support the amendment to the 
Silk Road Strategy Act. I support the 
many worthwhile provisions in the 
Act, but I oppose the waiver of Section 
907 of the Freedom Support Act, which 
was enacted by Congress in 1992. Sec-
tion 907 restricts U.S. assistance to 
Azerbaijan because of Azerbaijan’s con-
tinuing economic blockade of Armenia. 
This blockade has led to great suffering 
by the people of Armenia, who have 
had to endure years of shortages of 
vital commodities. 

Azerbaijan’s cut off of fuel supplies 
had a devastating effect on Armenia’s 
industry. Factories were unable to op-
erate, throwing tens of thousands of 
people out of work. Malnutrition in-
creased because of the shortage of food. 
Schools and hospitals had to shut down 
or operate under dire circumstances for 
only a few hours a day. 

Over the years, the humanitarian 
needs have been so great in Armenia. 
The 1988 earthquake, followed by the 
blockade, has resulted in continuing 
devastating circumstances for the peo-
ple of Armenia. I can remember talk-
ing to doctors about the humanitarian 
needs of the Armenia people. I worked 
with the Department of Defense air-
lifting goods donated by the people of 
Massachusetts and other states to help 
alleviate the suffering. 

Although conditions are somewhat 
better today than they were a few 
years ago, Armenia still suffers from 
the effects of this blockade. It con-
tinues to obstruct Armenia’s ability to 
import food, fuel, medicine and other 
important commodities and items. 

Unfortunately, the Silk Road Strat-
egy Act contains no provision requir-
ing Azerbaijan to lift this blockade as 
a condition of receiving additional U.S. 
aid. It makes no sense to reward Azer-
baijan while that nation continues this 
inhumane blockade. Azerbaijan already 
receives $24 million a year in indirect 
U.S. assistance. Current law allows the 
Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion and the U.S. Trade and Develop-
ment Agency to provide support to the 
private sector, and USAID is author-
ized to provide humanitarian aid and 
democracy-building assistance to Azer-
baijan. 

Section 907 is an important incentive 
for Azerbaijan to come to the negoti-
ating table to resolve the continuing 
controversy between Azerbaijan and 
Armenia. The amendment offered by 
Senator MCCONNELL, Senator ABRA-
HAM, and Senator SARBANES will retain 
this essential lever of sanctions, and I 
urge the Senate to adopt it. Unless the 
waiver of Section 907 is removed, it 
would be a serious mistake for the Sen-
ate to approve the Silk Road Strategy 
Act.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
support the McConnell amendment 
striking the provision in the 
Brownback amendment, also called the 

Silk Road Act, which would grant the 
President authority to waive Section 
907 of the Freedom Support Act. Sec-
tion 907 is an important provision of 
our law which prohibits U.S. Govern-
ment assistance to the Government of 
Azerbaijan until it takes ‘‘demon-
strable steps to cease all blockades and 
other offensive uses of force against 
Armenia and Nagorno-Karabagh.’’ For 
the last 10 years, the Government of 
Azerbaijan has resisted taking such 
simple steps and instead has main-
tained its blockade of the transpor-
tation of food, medicine, fuel and other 
important items to Armenia and 
Nagorno-Karabagh. The Azeri blockade 
has led to great human suffering while 
seriously hampering economic develop-
ment of the region. I cannot support 
the Silk Road Act as offered because by 
allowing for the waiver of Section 907 
we would be removing one of the last 
remaining incentives we have to induce 
the Azeris to enter into good faith ne-
gotiations over this conflict. I believe 
that we all have similar goals for the 
region which include: economic devel-
opment and cooperation; fostering of 
democratic principles; and the adher-
ence to universally recognized human 
rights standards. Allowing for the 
waiver of Section 907 runs counter to 
these important goals by rewarding a 
nation which has blockaded its neigh-
bors, maintained an authoritarian gov-
ernment that took power in a non-
democratic fashion, and has a human 
rights record that has been recognized 
by the U.S. State Department as 
‘‘poor.’’ I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the continuation of Section 907. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I strong-
ly oppose the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Kansas. This amendment 
gives the President authority to pro-
vide assistance for the countries of the 
South Caucasus and Central Asia—that 
is, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, 
Kazakstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, 
Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan. The 
purpose of this amendment is to rees-
tablish the ancient Silk Road trading 
route and to gain access to the oil and 
gas resources of the region. In so doing, 
it has serious implications for Armenia 
and for ongoing international efforts to 
promote a solution to the conflict be-
tween Armenia and Azerbaijan over 
Nagorno-Karabakh, because it allows 
the President to waive Section 907 of 
the Freedom Support Act, which I 
originally authored. That legislation 
prohibited aid to the Government of 
Azerbaijan as long as it maintains a 
blockade against Armenia. 

One of the objectives of the 
Brownback amendment is to foster the 
development of regional economic co-
operation. Yet, this amendment ig-
nores some fundamental facts on the 
ground. First, Armenia continues to be 
blockaded to the east by Azerbaijan 
and to the West by Turkey. Second, 
Azerbaijan insists on establishing and 

maintaining east-west energy, rail and 
road corridors that deliberately bypass 
Armenia. Although Armenia is one of 
the countries that could benefit from 
this bill in theory, in reality it is to-
tally isolated by the situation on the 
ground. 

This bill does nothing to address 
these realities. There are no provisions 
requiring that blockades be lifted or 
that all borders be opened before aid is 
extended. By failing to include these 
requirements, the bill in effect legiti-
mizes these blockades and helps Azer-
baijan to continue to use them to 
marginalize Armenia and keep it weak. 

The ten-year blockade of Armenia 
and Nagorno-Karabakh by the Azeri 
government has cut off the transport of 
food, fuel, medicine and other vital 
goods. This blockade has been 
strengthened by Turkey, which has had 
a similar blockade for the last six 
years. 

Section 907 is not a sanction but 
rather an effort to use the leverage em-
bodied in US aid to create a level play-
ing field for Armenia and to encourage 
the government of Azerbaijan to take 
some of the basic steps necessary if a 
peaceful resolution of the conflict is to 
be found. Section 907, as formulated in 
current law, prohibits US government 
economic and military assistance to 
the Azeri government, but it permits 
humanitarian and democracy building 
aid. 

All Azerbaijan must do to get section 
907 lifted is to ‘‘take demonstrable 
steps to cease all blockades against Ar-
menia and Nagorno-Karabakh.’’ By al-
lowing the President to waive Sec. 907, 
this bill legitimizes Azerbaijan’s block-
ade and rewards its rejection of the 
1998 OSCE compromise peace proposal. 
This only complicates efforts by the 
international community to foster a 
settlement to the conflict. The great-
est weakness of this Brownback 
amendment is that it is totally silent 
on the peace process. 

Mr. President, I will vote against the 
Brownback amendment and in support 
of the McConnell amendment, which 
removes the President’s ability to 
waive Sec. 907.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, our 
foreign policy must reflect our values. 
That’s why I oppose the Silk Roads 
Strategy Act amendment. 

The sponsors of this legislation say 
that we should build stronger ties with 
the nations of the South Caucasus and 
Central Asia. I agree. We must promote 
peace, democracy and economic growth 
in this important region. But to do 
this, we can’t ignore basic human 
rights or fundamental American val-
ues. 

The Silk Roads Strategy Act would 
enable the President to waive Section 
907 of the Freedom Support Act. Sec-
tion 907 prohibits most direct Amer-
ican aid to Azerbaijan until it takes de-
monstrable steps to cease all blockades 
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against Armenia and Nagorno-
Karabakh. Section 907 has been modi-
fied in recent years to enable humani-
tarian aid and aid provided by the 
Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion, the Trade Development Agency 
and the Export Import Bank. Yet Azer-
baijan has done nothing to end the em-
bargo and has been recalcitrant in the 
OSCE peace process. 

American foreign aid is not an enti-
tlement. We have a right to place con-
ditions on our assistance. We have a 
right to demand that countries receiv-
ing US aid live up to certain basic hu-
manitarian standards. 

For almost ten years, Azerbaijan has 
maintained a blockade of Armenia. 
This blockade prevents the delivery of 
basic human needs—including food, 
medicine and fuel. What does this 
mean for the people of Armenia and 
Nagorno-Karabakh? It means terrible 
human suffering. It means a high in-
fant mortality rate and poor maternal 
health. It means hunger. It means 
shortages of the basic needs of life—
food, medicine and energy. 

Senator MCCONNELL has offered a 
second degree amendment that would 
maintain Section 907. This is a reason-
able approach. The McConnell amend-
ment would enable us to strengthen re-
lations with the Caucasus—without 
compromising our values. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting the McConnell amend-
ment—and in opposing the Silk Roads 
Strategy Act.

SILK ROAD STRATEGY ACT OF 1999

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I think 
there has been more heat than light 
evidenced by those who have attempted 
to characterize what the amendment 
offered by Senator BROWNBACK seeks to 
achieve with the proposed amendment 
or with legislation that he introduced 
earlier this year—the so called Silk 
Road Strategy Act. 

I call attention to the language of 
the amendment and what it seeks to 
achieve support, the bill has even more 
expansive language in these areas. 

Let me highlight for my colleagues 
just a few of these goals: to promote 
and strengthen independence, sov-
ereignty, democratic government and 
respect for human rights; to promote 
tolerance, pluralism, and under-
standing and counter racism and anti-
Semitism; to assist actively in the res-
olution of regional conflicts and to fa-
cilitate the removal of impediments to 
cross-border commerce; and to help 
promote market oriented principles 
and practices. 

The assistance authorized by this 
legislation is intended to promote rec-
onciliation, economic development, 
and broad regional cooperation. 

Mr. President, I think we would all 
agree that these are appropriate goals 
and programs that are worthy of U.S. 
support. 

There is a great deal of misunder-
standing about what the bill and the 
proposed amendment will do. 

It does not supersede the Freedom 
Support Act nor does it repeal section 
907 of the Freedom Support Act which 
restricts assistance to Azerbaijan. 
Rather it gives the President the abil-
ity to waive continued application of 
the restrictions if he determines they 
do not serve United States national in-
terests. 

I opposed last year’s version of the 
Silk Road legislation because I be-
lieved it went further than was wise or 
necessary in superseding the Freedom 
Support Act and in the outright repeal 
of restrictions on assistance to Azer-
baijan. 

Having said that, I have made no se-
cret of the fact that I am increasingly 
opposed to Congressionally mandated 
foreign policy restrictions that do not 
include Presidential waiver authority. 
I think that it makes the conduct of 
foreign policy extremely difficult and 
is not the most effective way to pro-
mote the goals that Congress is seek-
ing in the legislation it enacts. 

Senator BROWNBACK has struck the 
right balance in the legislation that is 
before us today. It recognizes the chal-
lenges we face in promoting democracy 
and respect for human rights in the re-
gion and it gives the President suffi-
cient tools to make progress in these 
areas. 

I believe it also gives an incentive for 
governments in the region to make 
progress in these important areas, 
knowing that if they do, they will im-
prove relations with the U.S. and open 
the door to economic assistance which 
they need if they are to make progress 
to building democratic institutions in 
their countries. 

For that reason I support the under-
lying Brownback amendment and do 
not believe that the perfecting amend-
ment offered by Senator MCCONNELL is 
necessary. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Kansas, (Mr. 
BROWNBACK), the so-called ‘‘Silk Road 
Strategy Act.’’ I certainly support the 
Senator’s desire to promote peace and 
democracy in Central Asia and the 
South Caucasus region, but I remain 
concerned about the approach this leg-
islation takes toward achieving these 
laudable goals. 

In particular, I am troubled by the 
provision in the Silk Road Strategy 
Act which would allow the President to 
waive Section 907 of the Freedom Sup-
port Act. Section 907 prohibits United 
States assistance to the government of 
Azerbaijan until it takes demonstrable 
steps to end the blockade of Nagorno-
Karabakh. No such steps have been 
taken, Mr. President. The blockade 
continues, as do human rights viola-
tions against the Armenian population 
in the region. I am concerned that the 

waiver of Section 907 would, in effect, 
reward the Azeri government for its re-
fusal to end the blockade. 

For those reasons, I opposed prior 
versions of the Silk Road Strategy Act 
in the Committee on Foreign Relations 
in the 105th and 106th Congresses, and I 
signed on to the minority views con-
tained in the committee report both 
times. Those views stated, in part, that 
‘‘to waive [Section 907] in the absence 
of any progress toward a lifting of the 
blockade would reward the Govern-
ment of Azerbaijan for its intran-
sigence and remove a major incentive 
for good-faith negotiation from one 
side in the conflict.’’ 

Mr. President, a decision not to pro-
vide foreign assistance to a govern-
ment is not a sanction. The United 
States Congress has the responsibility 
to prohibit the provision of bilateral 
assistance to governments with which 
we have serious concern. This is not a 
sanction; rather, it is a means of mak-
ing our foreign policy goals clear. For-
eign assistance is not an entitlement. 
Section 907 plainly states that there 
will be no U.S. assistance to the gov-
ernment of Azerbaijan until the block-
ade is lifted. Period. As my colleagues 
well recall, this body has placed nu-
merous conditions on bilateral assist-
ance to a variety of countries. Section 
907 is a condition, not a sanction. 
Moreover, many types of bilateral as-
sistance are exempt from Section 907, 
and U.S. trade with Azerbaijan has 
been unaffected by this provision. 

I will support the McConnell-Abra-
ham second degree amendment to 
strike the waiver authority for Section 
907 from the bill, and I will oppose the 
Brownback amendment in its current 
form. I urge my colleagues to do so as 
well. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the 2nd degree 
Amendment offered by the Senator 
from Kentucky. Without the McCon-
nell Amendment, I find that I must op-
pose the underlying Amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Kansas. 

Although I think that many of the 
goals and objectives of Senator 
BROWNBACK’s Amendment are worth-
while—I too believe in establishing a 
policy of greater U.S. engagement with 
the countries of the Caucasus and Cen-
tral Asia—I find that I must oppose 
this Amendment because it contains a 
fatal flaw: I do not think that Congress 
should get rid of Section 907 of the 
Freedom Support Act, which this 
Amendment does, so long as Azerbaijan 
continues its decade-long blockade of 
Armenia and Karabakh. 

The McConnell Amendment, which 
retains Section 907, would fix this flaw. 

Expanding Azerbaijan’s eligibility for 
assistance from the United States 
without seeking progress on the resolu-
tion of this issue runs the risk of legiti-
mizing precisely the sort of behavior 
which the United States, on the cusp of 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:23 Oct 04, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00043 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S30JN9.001 S30JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE14848 June 30, 1999
a new century, must seek to discour-
age. 

Azerbaijan is already eligible for U.S. 
humanitarian assistance, as well as 
funds for democracy building and many 
trade benefits. All that Azerbaijan has 
to do under Section 907 to be eligible 
for the full range of U.S. assistance is 
to ‘‘take demonstrable steps to cease 
all blockades against Armenia and 
Nagorno-Karabakh.’’ 

In other words, all it has to do is end 
hostilities, end an act of war, and seek 
to settle this dispute peacefully. If 
Azerbaijan were to take these simple 
steps there would be no need to repeal 
Section 907—its restrictions would no 
longer apply. Is it too much to ask an-
other country that it end a state of war 
before we provide it with additional 
foreign assistance? 

In fact, given Azerbaijan’s continued 
unwillingness to make an effort to 
peacefully resolve this issue, gutting 
Section 907 rewards Azerbaijan for con-
tinued bad behavior, and sends a very 
disturbing message to others who 
might behave likewise. Basically we 
would be saying that it is O.K. to at-
tack your neighbor, impose a blockade, 
stop food, fuel, and medicine from get-
ting through to those in need, the 
United States will simply look the 
other way. In fact, we will do more 
than look the other way, we will con-
sider offering you military assistance. I 
do not think this is the sort of message 
we should be sending. 

The nations of the region must solve 
their problems via direct negotiations 
and mutual compromise, not by acts of 
war. When Azerbaijan shows a willing-
ness to end its blockade and seeks a 
peaceful resolution of the outstanding 
issues with Armenia then, and only 
then, should the United States provide 
it with the sort of assistance that this 
Amendment would allow. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
support of the McConnell Amendment. 
And, unless the McConnell Amend-
ment, which retains Section 907, is 
passed by this body, I would urge my 
colleagues to join me in opposition to 
the underlying Brownback Amend-
ment. 

SILK ROAD STRATEGY ACT 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise in 

support of Senator BROWNBACK’s 
amendment to the FY 2000 Foreign Op-
erations Appropriations bill, the aptly 
named ‘‘Silk Road Strategy Act.’’ This 
act puts in place a much-needed strat-
egy toward a much-overlooked part of 
the world, a part of the world that the 
U.S. would ignore at considerable risk. 

I commend my colleague from Kan-
sas for the extraordinary effort he has 
committed to shaping this policy and 
drafting this legislation. Senator 
BROWNBACK has spent several years 
studying this region, traveling through 
it, meeting with political leaders and 
economic decision makers and dis-
cussing his thoughts with the Adminis-

tration. The fruits of this in-depth re-
search and commitment are evident in 
this amendment. 

I also thank my colleague for work-
ing with me to include language in this 
bill that strengthens the U.S. policy of 
opening these markets and raising 
these countries’ level of economic co-
operation with the United States 
through bilateral investment treaties. 

As the senior Senator from Utah, I 
am very fortunate to represent a State 
with many far-sighted international 
commercial ventures, and the language 
I proposed, which Senator BROWNBACK 
has thoughtfully accepted, supports 
those interests by requiring the Sec-
retary of State to report annually on 
the progress that is being made in ne-
gotiating investment treaties with na-
tions of the region. I believe this meas-
ure will, for the time being, be suffi-
cient to monitor progress in these im-
portant negotiations and will alert 
these nations to the serious concerns 
that the U.S. Congress has in pro-
tecting U.S. investments abroad. U.S. 
companies investing in this region 
should have the protections of bilateral 
investment agreements. 

This is entirely consistent with the 
strategy of the ‘‘Silk Road Act,’’ which 
is posited on the accurate belief that 
increased U.S. participation in this re-
gion is fundamental to their develop-
ment and our interests. 

The economic component is only one 
part of the strategy of this amend-
ment. By promoting infrastructure de-
velopment, democratic political re-
forms, sovereignty, independence, and 
conflict resolution, the Brownback pro-
posal will contribute to political sta-
bility and progress as well. 

Last fall, during a visit to the region, 
I went to the Republic of Georgia and 
renewed an acquaintance with Edouard 
Shevardnadze. An artful negotiator as 
foreign minister in the last years of the 
Soviet Union, President Shevardnadze 
returned to has native Georgia, which 
became independent as a result of the 
demise of the Soviet Union. As Presi-
dent of Georgia, Edouard Shevardnadze 
has been a stalwart promoter of democ-
racy and an open economy, and he has 
done so under very, very difficult cir-
cumstances. 

Close to one-quarter of his nation’s 
territory is not under central govern-
ment control. Russian soldiers remain 
stationed on some of that territory, 
against the will of the Georgian gov-
ernment. President Shevardnadze has 
twice narrowly avoided assassination—
one of his assassins freely resides in 
Russia today. In my discussions with 
President Shevardnadze, we discussed 
the need for increased U.S. attention to 
this region and increased participation 
by U.S. commercial interests. This 
‘‘Silk Road Strategy Act’’ promotes 
these goals. 

The region of the world that this act 
addresses remains rife with internal 

conflicts, cross-border incursions, 
and—perhaps most disturbing—contin-
ued challenges by radical Islamic inter-
ests, supported in many cases by the 
extremists in Iran. If these conflicts 
succeed in destabilizing the region, 
millions of people recently freed from 
nearly a century of communist totali-
tarianism will be denied their eco-
nomic and political progress, nations 
surrounding the region will be drawn 
into wider conflicts, and international 
markets will be affected. 

Further, and most importantly, if 
this region slips toward instability, I 
am deeply concerned that the U.S. will 
see the Central Asian and Caucasus 
States become the source of many fu-
ture conflicts. Some of these conflicts 
could have troubling transnational 
consequences that directly affect us, 
such as the spread of terrorism and 
international crime. 

I commend Senator BROWNBACK for 
this valuable legislation, which makes 
a solid and important step in re-
focusing U.S. interests to a part of the 
world that is important to us now, and 
will be even more important in the fu-
ture.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of this amend-
ment and the preservation of Section 
907 of the Freedom Support Act. It is 
important that we maintain our com-
mitment to the Armenian people. 

One of the greatest foreign policy pri-
orities in the post-Cold War world is to 
assist former Communist countries in 
making the difficult transition to de-
mocracy. The fall of the Soviet Union 
was not the final victory of the Cold 
War. That will come only when all of 
these former adversaries embrace lib-
erty, free markets, and the rule of law. 
Senator BROWNBACK’s underlying 
amendment has the potential to fur-
ther economic and political progress in 
the Caucasus and Caspian Sea regions. 
In its current form, however, it se-
verely weakens one of Congress’ cen-
tral achievements of the post-Cold War 
era. 

The 102nd Congress in 1992, passed the 
Freedom Support Act. This bill ac-
knowledged that we can help countries 
make the transition to democracy both 
with the carrot of economic aid and the 
stick of withholding such assistance. It 
included a provision, Section 907, which 
mandated that Azerbaijan will not re-
ceive any direct economic aid until it 
ceases the blockade of neighboring Ar-
menia and the Armenian enclave of 
Nagorno-Karabakh. Even still, the 
United States has supported the Azeri 
people with over $180 million in human-
itarian assistance through NGOs since 
1992. The Foreign Operations Appro-
priations bill itself also allows OPIC 
and TDA activities in Azerbaijan which 
we approved last year. 

The Azeri blockade of Armenia and of 
Karabakh is a direct result of the dis-
pute between the two countries over 
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the status of Karabakh. This is the 
longest-running ethnic conflict in the 
former Soviet Union. So far, the 
human cost has been 35,000 lives and 1.4 
million refugees. Outside of the con-
flict, the brutality of the Azeri block-
ade has been equally devastating for 
Armenia. As a land-locked country 
where only 17 percent of the land is ar-
able, its ties to the outside world are 
its lifeline. Humanitarian assistance 
cannot get to Armenia, which is still 
trying to rebuild from the devastating 
earthquake of a decade ago. In 
Karabakh, the blockade has produced a 
critical shortage of medical equipment. 

True regional cooperation is unreal-
istic as long as this conflict continues. 
By passing the underlying amendment 
in its current form, we are virtually 
guaranteeing that the OSCE peace 
process will fail. Armenia will have lit-
tle incentive to participate in the fu-
ture, and Azerbaijan will receive the 
message that its rejection of any fu-
ture peace proposals is acceptable. I 
support Senator BROWNBACK’s attempts 
to promote an East-West axis in the re-
gion, and I believe it is critical that we 
encourage these former republics to 
look westward. By allowing the block-
ade to endure, however, we are leaving 
Armenia with only North-South op-
tions. If our intent is to truly improve 
the quality of life in the Caucasus and 
the Caspian Sea, we must make a posi-
tive impact on the Caucasus without 
undermining our commitment to the 
Armenian people. I urge my colleagues 
to support the McConnell-Abraham 
amendment and allow Section 907 to 
remain in place. 

f 

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE ARAB RE-
PUBLIC OF EGYPT, MOHAMMED 
HOSNI MUBARAK 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished chairman of the Foreign Re-
lations Committee, Senator HELMS, is 
recognized. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I have the honor and 

privilege of presenting to Members of 
the Senate and to the Pages the distin-
guished and very popular President of 
the Republic of Egypt, Mohammed 
Hosni Mubarak. 

f 

RECESS 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess for six minutes so we 
can greet President Mubarak. 

I thank the Chair. 
There being no objection, the Senate, 

at 4:13 p.m., recessed until 4:19 p.m.; 
whereupon, the Senate was called to 
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr. SES-
SIONS). 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
which amendment is pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending amendment is No. 1165, offered 
by Senator BINGAMAN of New Mexico. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask the Binga-
man amendment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1125, 1146, 1150, 1151, 1158, 1162, 
1163, 1167, 1168, AND 1173 THROUGH 1177, EN BLOC 
Mr. MCCONNELL. There are a num-

ber of amendments that have been 
cleared by both sides that I send to the 
desk: 

Amendment No. 1125 by Senator 
SMITH of Oregon related to CDC; 
amendment No. 1146 by Senator LAU-
TENBERG related to war crimes; amend-
ment No. 1150 by Senator HELMS re-
lated to Serbia; amendment No. 1151 by 
Senator BURNS dealing with narcotics; 
amendment No. 1158 by Senator DODD 
dealing with IMET; amendment No. 
1162 by Senator BOXER, dealing with tu-
berculosis; amendment No. 1167, by 
Senator KERRY of Massachusetts relat-
ing to arms transfer; amendment No. 
1168 by Senator KERRY of Massachu-
setts relating to Cambodia; amendment 
No. 1173 by Senator BIDEN relating to 
threat reduction; amendment No. 1174 
by Senator LEVIN relating to KEDO; 
amendment No. 1175 by Senator 
DOMENICI relating to Habitat for Hu-
manity; amendment No. 1177 by Sen-
ator SCHUMER relating to ETRI; 
amendment No. 1176 by Senator COCH-
RAN relating to IMET; amendment No. 
1163 by Senator CLELAND relating to 
the Balkans conference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 

MCConnell] proposes amendment Nos. 1125, 
1146, 1150, 1151, 1158, 1162, 1163, 1167, 1168, and 
1173 through 1177, en bloc.

The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 1125

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section and renumber any 
remaining sections accordingly: 
SEC. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE CITIZENS 

DEMOCRACY CORPS. 
It is the sense of the Senate that—
(1) with regard to promoting economic de-

velopment and open, democratic countries in 
the former Soviet Union and Central Eastern 
Europe, the Committee commends the work 
of the Citizens Democracy Corps (CDC), 
which utilizes senior-level U.S. business vol-
unteers to assist enterprises, institutions, 
and local governments abroad. Their work 
demonstrates the significant impact that 
USAID support of a U.S. non-governmental 
organization (NGO) program can have on the 
key U.S. foreign policy priorities of pro-
moting broad-based, stable economic growth 
and open, market-oriented economies in 
transitioning economies. By drawing upon 
the skills and voluntary spirit of U.S. busi-
nessmen and women to introduce companies, 
CDC furthers the goals of the Freedom of 
Support Act (NIS) and Support for Eastern 
European Democracy (SEED), forging posi-
tive, lasting connections between the U.S. 
and these countries. The Committee en-
dorses CDC’s very cost-effective programs 
and believes they should be supported and 
expanded not only in the former Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe, but in 
transitioning and developing economiecs 
throughout the world. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1146

(Purpose: To provide substitute language re-
lating to restrictions on assistance to 
countries providing sanctuary to indicted 
war criminals) 

Beginning on page 100, strike line 11 and 
all that follows through line 13 on page 107 
and insert the following: 

RESTRICTIONS ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES, 
ENTITIES, AND COMMUNITIES IN THE FORMER 
YUGOSLAVIA PROVIDING SANCTUARY TO PUB-
LICLY INDICTED WAR CRIMINALS 

SEC. 567. (a) POLICY.—It shall be the policy 
of the United States to use bilateral and 
multilateral assistance to promote peace and 
respect for internationally recognized 
human rights by encouraging countries, en-
tities, and communities in the territory of 
the former Yugoslavia to cooperate fully 
with the International Criminal Tribunal for 
the Former Yugoslavia—

(1) by apprehending publicly indicted war 
criminals and transferring custody of those 
individuals to the Tribunal to stand trial; 
and 

(2) by assisting the Tribunal in the inves-
tigation and prosecution of crimes subject to 
its jurisdiction. 

(b) SANCTIONED COUNTRY, ENTITY, OR COM-
MUNITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A sanctioned country, en-
tity, or community described in this section 
is one in which there is present a publicly in-
dicted war criminal or in which the Tribunal 
has been hindered in efforts to investigate 
crimes subject to its jurisdiction. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—Subject to subsection 
(f), subsections (c) and (d) shall not apply to 
the provision of assistance to an entity that 
is not a sanctioned entity within a sanc-
tioned country, or to a community that is 
not a sanctioned community within a sanc-
tioned country or sanctioned entity, if the 
Secretary of State determines and so reports 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
that providing such assistance would further 
the policy of subsection (a). 

(c) BILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—
(1) PROHIBITION.—None of the funds made 

available by this or any prior Act making 
appropriations for foreign operations, export 
financing and related programs may be pro-
vided for any country, entity, or community 
described in subsection (b). 

(2) NOTIFICATION.—Not less than 15 days be-
fore any assistance described in this sub-
section is disbursed to any country, entity, 
or community described in subsection (b), 
the Secretary of State, in consultation with 
the Administrator of the Agency for Inter-
national Development, shall publish in the 
Federal Register a written justification for 
the proposed assistance, including a descrip-
tion of the location of the proposed assist-
ance program or project by municipality, its 
purpose, and the intended recipient of the as-
sistance, including the names of individuals, 
companies and their boards of directors, and 
shareholders with controlling or substantial 
financial interest in the program or project. 

(d) MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—
(1) PROHIBITION.—The Secretary of the 

Treasury shall instruct the United States ex-
ecutive directors of the international finan-
cial institutions to work in opposition to, 
and vote against, any extension by such in-
stitutions of any financial or technical as-
sistance or grants of any kind to any coun-
try or entity described in subsection (b). 

(2) NOTIFICATION.—Not less than 15 days be-
fore any vote in an international financial 
institution regarding the extension of finan-
cial or technical assistance or grants to any 
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country or community described in sub-
section (b), the Secretary of the Treasury, in 
consultation with the Secretary of State, 
shall provide to the appropriate Congres-
sional committees a written justification for 
the proposed assistance, including an expla-
nation of the United States position regard-
ing any such vote, as well as a description of 
the location of the proposed assistance by 
municipality, its purpose, and its intended 
beneficiaries, including the names of individ-
uals with a controlling or substantial finan-
cial interest in the project. 

(e) EXCEPTIONS.—Subject to subsection (f), 
subsections (c) and (d) shall not apply to the 
provision of—

(1) humanitarian assistance; 
(2) assistance to nongovernmental organi-

zations that promote democracy and respect 
for human rights; and 

(3) assistance for cross border physical in-
frastructure projects involving activities in 
both a sanctioned country, entity, or com-
munity and a nonsanctioned contiguous 
country, entity, or community, if the project 
is primarily located in and primarily bene-
fits the nonsanctioned country, entity, or 
community and if the portion of the project 
located in the sanctioned country, entity, or 
community is necessary only to complete 
the project. 

(f) FURTHER LIMITATIONS.—
(1) PROHIBITION ON DIRECT ASSISTANCE TO 

PUBLICLY INDICTED WAR CRIMINALS AND OTHER 
PERSONS.—Notwithstanding subsection (e) or 
subsection (g), no assistance may be made 
available by this Act, or any prior Act mak-
ing appropriations for foreign operations, ex-
port financing and related programs, in any 
country, entity, or community described in 
subsection (b), for any financial or technical 
assistance, grant, or loan that would directly 
benefit a publicly indicted war criminal, any 
person who aids or abets a publicly indicted 
war criminal to evade apprehension, or any 
person who otherwise obstructs the work of 
the Tribunal. 

(2) CERTIFICATION.—At the end of each fis-
cal year, the President shall certify to the 
appropriate congressional committees that 
no assistance described in paragraph (1) di-
rectly benefited any person described in that 
paragraph during the preceding 12-month pe-
riod. 

(g) WAIVER.—The Secretary of State may 
waive the application of subsection (c) with 
respect to specified United States projects, 
or subsection (d) with respect to specified 
international financial institution programs 
or projects, in a sanctioned country or entity 
upon providing a written determination to 
the appropriate congressional committees 
that the government of the country or entity 
is doing everything within its power and au-
thority to apprehend or aid in the apprehen-
sion of publicly indicted war criminals and is 
fully cooperating in the investigation and 
prosecution of war crimes. 

(h) CURRENT RECORD OF WAR CRIMINALS 
AND SANCTIONED COUNTRIES, ENTITIES, AND 
COMMUNITIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State, 
acting through the Ambassador at Large for 
War Crimes Issues, and after consultation 
with the Director of Central Intelligence and 
the Secretary of Defense, shall establish and 
maintain a current record of the location, in-
cluding the community, if known, of publicly 
indicted war criminals and of sanctioned 
countries, entities, and communities. 

(2) REPORT.—Beginning 30 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, and not later 
than September 1 each year thereafter, the 
Secretary of State shall submit a report in 

classified and unclassified form to the appro-
priate congressional committees on the loca-
tion, including the community, if known, of 
publicly indicted war criminals and the iden-
tity of countries, entities, and communities 
that are failing to cooperate fully with the 
Tribunal. 

(3) INFORMATION TO CONGRESS.—Upon the 
request of the chairman or ranking minority 
member of any of the appropriate congres-
sional committees, the Secretary of State 
shall make available to that committee the 
information recorded under paragraph (1) in 
a report submitted to the committee in clas-
sified and unclassified form. 

(j) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means the Committee on Ap-
propriations and the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate and the Committee 
on Appropriations and the Committee on 
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

(2) CANTON.—The term ‘‘canton’’ means the 
administrative units in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

(3) COMMUNITY.—The term ‘‘community’’ 
means any canton, district, opstina, city, 
town, or village. 

(4) COUNTRY.—The term ‘‘country’’ means 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, the Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia-Montenegro), 
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, 
and Slovenia. 

(5) DAYTON AGREEMENT.—The term ‘‘Day-
ton Agreement’’ means the General Frame-
work Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, together with annexes relating 
thereto, done at Dayton, November 10 
through 16, 1995. 

(6) ENTITY.—The term ‘‘entity’’ refers to 
the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
the Republika Srpska, Brcko in Bosnia, Ser-
bia, Montenegro, and Kosovo. 

(7) INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.—
The term ‘‘international financial institu-
tion’’ includes the International Monetary 
Fund, the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development, the Inter-
national Development Association, the 
International Finance Corporation, the Mul-
tilateral Investment Guaranty Agency, and 
the European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development. 

(8) PUBLICLY INDICTED WAR CRIMINALS.—The 
term ‘‘publicly indicted war criminals’’ 
means persons indicted by the Tribunal for 
crimes subject to the jurisdiction of the Tri-
bunal. 

(9) TRIBUNAL OR INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL 
TRIBUNAL FOR THE FORMER YUGOSLAVIA.—The 
term ‘‘Tribunal’’ or the term ‘‘International 
Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugo-
slavia’’ means the International Tribunal for 
the prosecution of persons responsible for se-
rious violations of international humani-
tarian law committed in the Territory of the 
Former Yugoslavia since 1991, as established 
by United Nations Security Council Resolu-
tion 827 of May 25, 1993.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
would like to thank Senator MCCON-
NELL and Senator LEAHY for including 
my amendment No. 1146 in the man-
agers’ package. 

Mr. President, I rise today to offer an 
amendment to ensure U.S. aid does not 
go to countries or regions or commu-
nities in the former Yugoslavia which 
continue to harbor indicted war crimi-
nals. 

This amendment would improve lan-
guage we adopted last year with a 
clearer provision covering all of the 
former Yugoslavia. 

Mr. President, we have seen terrible 
atrocities committed in Croatia, in 
Bosnia, and most recently in Kosovo. 

The International Criminal Tribunal 
for former Yugoslavia has publicly in-
dicted 89 persons for war crimes, 
crimes against humanity, and geno-
cide. There are almost certainly more 
indictments which remain sealed. On-
going investigations in Bosnia and now 
in Kosovo will surely lead to more in-
dictments. 

However, the justice of the War 
Crimes Tribunal relies on the govern-
ments of countries in the region to ap-
prehend indicted war criminals and 
transfer them to The Hague to stand 
trial. 

Because the Republika Srpska au-
thorities failed to fulfill their respon-
sibilities, United States and other 
NATO armed forces in the United Na-
tions-authorized peacekeeping force in 
Bosnia have arrested 7 war criminals. 
However, 36 publicly indicted war 
criminals remain at large. 

Mr. President, our aid programs pro-
vide important leverage to motivate 
governments in the former Yugoslavia 
to stop harboring war criminals and 
start arresting them. 

United States policy linking aid to 
cooperation with the war crimes tri-
bunal is clear. 

Indeed, a few years ago, Secretary 
Albright said the following in her re-
marks at the Tribunal:

. . . The United States has made full co-
operation with the War Crimes Tribunal, es-
pecially the transfer of indictees to The 
Hague, a prerequisite for U.S. assistance, our 
support for assistance by others, and our 
backing for membership in international in-
stitutions.

Unfortunately, the administration 
has resisted putting this policy into 
practice. Indeed, Secretary Albright 
has issued broad waivers of the provi-
sion included in the fiscal year 1998 and 
1999 appropriations bills. The United 
States now provides aid to the city of 
Prijedor which hosts no fewer than 8 
indicted war criminals. 

Just this month Secretary Albright 
signed another waiver to provide $10 
million in budget support to the 
Republika Srpska Government—the 
very Government which includes the 
Bosnian Serb police force which should 
be carrying out arrest warrants and is 
not. 

Mr. President, ever more atrocities 
committed by Serbian police and para-
military forces in Kosovo are coming 
to light: executions, torture, rape, 
burning of homes, expulsions on a mas-
sive scale. 

We must now send a strong signal 
that we are determined to see the per-
petrators of these crimes face justice. 
We must end our support for so-called 
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moderates in Republika Srpska until 
and unless they fulfill their obligations 
to arrest war criminals and cooperate 
with the War Crimes Tribunal. 

The Amendment I am offering today 
clearly states the policy of the United 
States ‘‘to use bilateral and multilat-
eral assistance to promote peace and 
respect for internationally recognized 
human rights by encouraging coun-
tries, entities, and communities in the 
territory of the former Yugoslavia,’’ 
among other things ‘‘by apprehending 
publicly indicted war criminals and 
transferring custody of those individ-
uals to the Tribunal to stand trial.’’

The amendment sets out mechanisms 
to ensure that U.S. and multilateral 
aid will go to areas like the Bosnian 
Federation, where no war criminals re-
main at large, while prohibiting aid to 
authorities and areas that harbor war 
criminals. 

Mr. President, I would urge my col-
leagues to join me in this effort to en-
sure that the perpetrators of horrible 
crimes in Croatia, Bosnia, and Kosovo 
will ultimately face justice. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.
AMENDMENT NO. 1150

(Purpose: Providing assistance to promote 
democracy in Serbia) 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC. ASSISTANCE TO PROMOTE DEMOCRACY 

AND CIVIL SOCIETY IN YUGO-
SLAVIA. 

(a) ASSISTANCE.—
(1) PURPOSE OF ASSISTANCE.—The purpose 

of assistance under this subsection is to pro-
mote and strengthen institutions of demo-
cratic government and the growth of an 
independent civil society in Yugoslavia, in-
cluding ethnic tolerance and respect for 
internationally recognized human rights. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION FOR ASSISTANCE.—The 
President is authorized to furnish assistance 
and other support for individuals and inde-
pendent nongovernmental organizations to 
carry out the purpose of paragraph (1) 
through support for the activities described 
in paragraph (3). 

(3) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—Activities that 
may be supported by assistance under para-
graph (2) include the following: 

(A) Democracy building. 
(B) The development of nongovernmental 

organizations. 
(C) The development of independent media. 
(D) The development of the rule of law, a 

strong, independent judiciary, and trans-
parency in political practices. 

(E) International exchanges and advanced 
professional training programs in skill areas 
central to the development of civil society 
and a market economy. 

(F) The development of all elements of the 
democratic process, including political par-
ties and the ability to administer free and 
fair elections. 

(G) The development of local governance. 
(H) The development of a free-market 

economy. 
(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 

appropriated to the President $100,000,000 for 
the period beginning October 1, 1999, and end-
ing September 30, 2001, to carry out this sub-
section. 

(B) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to subparagraph (A) are 

authorized to remain available until ex-
pended. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO GOVERN-
MENT OF SERBIA.—In carrying out subsection 
(a), the President shall take all necessary 
steps to ensure that no funds or other assist-
ance is provided to the Government of Yugo-
slavia or to the Government of Serbia. 

(c) ASSISTANCE TO GOVERNMENT OF MONTE-
NEGRO.—In carrying out subsection (a), the 
President is authorized to provide assistance 
to the Government of Montenegro, if the 
President determines, and so reports to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate, that the Government of Montenegro 
is committed to, and is taking steps to pro-
mote, democratic principles, the rule of law, 
and respect for internationally recognized 
human rights. 

AMENDMENT TO 1151

(Purpose: To allocate funds to continue 
mycoherbicide counter drug research and 
development) 
On page 26, line 15, before the period insert 

the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the 
funds made available under this heading, not 
less than $10,000,000 shall be made available 
to continue mycoherbicide counter drug re-
search and development’’.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to join my colleagues, Sen-
ator BURNS and Senator DEWINE, to 
offer an amendment to the Foreign Op-
erations Appropriations bill. This 
amendment would provide $10 million 
to the State Department Bureau of 
International Law Enforcement Affairs 
for mycoherbicide research and devel-
opment to be used for narcotic crop 
eradication. The appropriations bill, as 
it currently stands, provides no fund-
ing for this important tool in our war 
against illegal drugs. 

Many of my colleagues and I view 
this mycoherbicide technology as a 
promising new tool that will reduce the 
cultivation and supply of narcotic 
crops, and thereby increasing our ca-
pacity to combat illegal drugs. I have 
been briefed on the mycoherbicide 
technology and understand that it is a 
naturally occurring plant pathogen 
that can be introduced into an area to 
control a target plant species. The pro-
gram is also environmentally friend-
ly—it posses no threat to humans or 
animals, other crops, or water supply 
and replaces the use of harmful chemi-
cals. In addition, the program is a cost 
effective tool in our war on drugs. The 
mycoherbicides will remain in the soil 
for an extended period of time, for up 
to 40 years, and costs a fraction of the 
$2.65 billion we spend on other supply 
reduction methods. 

I remind my colleagues that Congress 
has recognized the importance of this 
technology and its ability to eradicate 
deadly crops when it endorsed the pro-
gram last year in the Western Hemi-
sphere Drug Elimination Act. The pro-
gram was funded in the amount of $23 
million for fiscal year 1999. I strongly 
urge my colleagues to continue their 
support for this program by passing 
this amendment and supporting the 

continued development of the 
mycoherbicide program. 

Mr. President, as illegal drugs con-
tinue to cross our borders and threaten 
the welfare of American citizens, this 
program is a top priority that can sig-
nificantly reduce the production of 
narcotics crops. We know that elimi-
nation of illicit crops is the best way of 
preventing deadly drugs from reaching 
our streets and destroying untold lives 
and communities. I urge my colleagues 
to join with Senator BURNS, Senator 
DEWINE and me in support of this 
amendment and in support of this im-
portant program. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss yet again one of the 
key problems I have been addressing, 
as a U.S. Senator, over the last four 
years. The problem is the inflow of ille-
gal drugs into America. I have heard it 
said that if we eliminate demand, if we 
address the domestic side of drug 
abuse, we really don’t have to worry 
about illegal narcotics producers and 
importers, because they would then 
have no market for their drugs. 

Mr. President, this argument makes 
sense on a superficial level, but it does 
not reflect reality. I have been, 
throughout my career as a local, state 
and Federal elected official, a strong 
supporter of domestic efforts to reduce 
drug demand. But I have always be-
lieved—and continue to believe—that 
we need a balanced program to attack 
the drug problem on all fronts. We need 
to invest not only in domestic demand 
reduction and law enforcement pro-
grams, but also in international pro-
grams to increase interdiction and re-
duce production of illegal narcotics. 
We need to do our best to stop drugs 
from ever reaching our borders. 

Mr. President, for nearly a year, I 
have expressed my belief that this Ad-
ministration is not doing its best to ad-
dress this problem. Little seems to 
have changed in one year. 

Before this Administration took of-
fice, almost one-third of our counter 
narcotics resources were committed to 
stopping drugs outside our borders. 
Today, that figure is less than 14 per-
cent. Although overall funding for 
counter narcotics programs has in-
creased dramatically in the last dec-
ade, from $4.5 billion to $17.8 billion, 
statistics show an increase in drug use 
among our youngest citizens. I am dis-
turbed by how easily and how cheaply 
illegal drugs can be purchased. I am 
disturbed that the Administration is 
not taking seriously the initiatives 
Congress passed last year as part of the 
bipartisan Western Hemisphere Drug 
Elimination Act. 

Mr. President, President’s Budget 
Request for Fiscal Year 2000 provided 
ZERO funding for any of the initiatives 
in that Act. In fact, the President’s 
overall anti-drug budget for next year 
is $100 million less than what Congress 
provided in 1999. The Coast Guard re-
ceived no funding to acquire additional 
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ships and planes to stop drug traf-
ficking in the Caribbean; the Drug En-
forcement Administration received 
ZERO funding for new agents; the US 
Customs Service received ZERO fund-
ing to acquire maritime/air assets, and 
ZERO increases for inspectors. 

In addition, the Administration has 
also ignored other key initiatives 
sought by Congress, including 
mycoherbicide research and develop-
ment, and eradication and alternative 
crop development assistance to our 
Latin American neighbors, particu-
larly, Colombia and Bolivia. I very 
much appreciate the efforts of the Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on Foreign 
Operations in working with me on 
these issues. They have done a remark-
able job to incorporate a key anti-drug 
initiative that was not sought by the 
President. 

Specifically, Mr. President, I com-
mend the managers of the bill for ac-
cepting the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Montana, Senator BURNS, 
to fund the mycoherbicide program 
which we began funding last year under 
the Western Hemisphere Drug Elimi-
nation Act. Mycoherbicide technology 
is a new and promising eradication 
technique for coca, poppy, and mari-
juana. The concept is to employ a nat-
ural disease that only attacks a spe-
cific narcotics plant without harming 
neighboring vegetation. 
Mycoherbicides can be applied through 
aerial spraying and will remain in the 
soil to prevent future growth of the 
narcotics crops in that area. Mr. Presi-
dent, this has the potential to be a 
very cost-effective and low-risk way to 
drastically reduce drug production at 
its source. We must pursue this tech-
nology and fund the additional re-
search and testing necessary to bring 
about a deployable product as soon as 
possible. 

Mr. President, let me now turn to the 
subject of eradication and alternative 
crop development assistance to Colom-
bia and Bolivia. I am particularly con-
cerned about the lack of resources 
made available by this Administration 
for what I consider to be our most ur-
gent foreign assistance project—
counter narcotics funding. I fear that 
we are sending a signal abroad that the 
United States is not entirely serious 
about the fight against drugs. 

The report language accompanying 
this bill makes special mention of the 
progress made in the drug fight by the 
Government of Bolivia, and I want to 
add my voice to the committee report 
as well. Since coming to power in Au-
gust of 1997, the Government of Presi-
dent Hugo Banzer and Vice President 
Jorge Quiroga has undertaken an ambi-
tious plan to remove Bolivia from the 
illegal narcotics trade by the time they 
leave office in 2002. 

Mr. President, many, myself in-
cluded, were skeptical that this goal 
could be reached in the time allotted. 

Now, nearly two years into their ‘‘Dig-
nity Plan,’’ the Bolivian Government 
has shown that this goal can be 
reached. Since taking office, the 
Banzer Government has successfully 
reduced Bolivia’s cocaine production 
potential by a remarkable 40 percent. 
This has been accomplished by an ef-
fective eradication program and an ag-
gressive and successful program of 
interdiction and control of the chem-
ical precursors which go into cocaine 
production. 

The Foreign Operations Appropria-
tions Bill makes mention of Bolivia’s 
success, and its financial needs. I am 
deeply concerned that we are not pro-
viding sufficient support to the historic 
effort of the Bolivian Government. 
They have moved tens of thousands of 
farmers out of the illegal coca fields 
and it is absolutely imperative that we 
help to provide viable commercial al-
ternatives for these farmers and their 
families. It would be a great tragedy to 
be within sight of a major victory in 
the drug war and to lose it for want of 
resources. The anticipated level of 
funding in this Bill falls far short of 
what is required to finish the job in Bo-
livia in the next two years. 

Mr. President, I look forward to 
working with the Senator from Alaska, 
Senator STEVENS, the Senator from 
Georgia, Senator COVERDELL, and the 
Senator from Iowa, Senator GRASSLEY, 
to help Bolivia and other countries in 
their fight against drugs. We will work 
with the appropriators during con-
ference to provide the highest possible 
level of funding for this effort. This is 
a key investment in the future safety 
of our own streets—and it will bring us 
closer to the drug-free America our 
children deserve. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1158

At the appropriate place in the bill at the 
following new section: 
SEC. . FOREIGN MILITARY TRAINING REPORT. 

(a) The Secretary of Defense and the Sec-
retary of State shall jointly provide to the 
Congress by January 31, 2000 a report on all 
military training provided to foreign mili-
tary personnel (excluding sales) adminis-
tered by the Department of Defense and the 
Department of State during fiscal years 1999 
and 2000, including those proposed for fiscal 
year 2000. This report shall include, for each 
such military training activity, the foreign 
policy justification and purpose for the 
training activity, the cost of the training ac-
tivity, the number of foreign students 
trained and their units of operation, and the 
location of the training. In addition, this re-
port shall also include, with respect to 
United States personnel, the operational 
benefits to United States forces derived from 
each such training activity and the United 
States military units involved in each such 
training activity. This report may include a 
classified annex if deemed necessary and ap-
propriate. 

(b) For purposes of this section a report to 
Congress shall be deemed to mean a report to 
the Appropriations and Foreign Relations 
Committees of the Senate and the Appro-
priations and International Relations Com-
mittees of the House of Representatives. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1162

(Purpose: To increase the commitment to 
control and eliminate the growing inter-
national problem of tuberculosis) 
At the end, add the following: 
SEC. 5 . (a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds 

that—
(1) Since the development of antibiotics in 

the 1950s, tuberculosis has been largely con-
trolled in the United States and the Western 
World. 

(2) Due to societal factors, including grow-
ing urban decay, inadequate health care sys-
tems, persistent poverty, overcrowding, and 
malnutrition, as well as medical factors, in-
cluding the HIV/AIDS epidemic and the 
emergence of multi-drug resistant strains of 
tuberculosis, tuberculosis has again become 
a leading and growing cause of adult deaths 
in the developing world. 

(3) According to the World Health Organi-
zation—

(A) in 1998, about 1,860,000 people worldwide 
died of tuberculosis-related illnesses; 

(B) one-third of the world’s total popu-
lation is infected with tuberculosis; and 

(C) tuberculosis is the world’s leading kill-
er of women between 15 and 44 years old and 
is a leading cause of children becoming or-
phans. 

(4) Because of the ease of transmission of 
tuberculosis, its international persistence 
and growth pose a direct public health threat 
to those nations that had previously largely 
controlled the disease. This is complicated in 
the United States by the growth of the 
homeless population, the rate of incarcer-
ation, international travel, immigration, and 
HIV/AIDS. 

(5) With nearly 40 percent of the tuber-
culosis cases in the United States attrib-
utable to foreign-born persons, tuberculosis 
will never be eliminated in the United States 
until it is controlled abroad. 

(6) The means exist to control tuberculosis 
through screening, diagnosis, treatment, pa-
tient compliance, monitoring, and ongoing 
review of outcomes. 

(7) Efforts to control tuberculosis are com-
plicated by several barriers, including—

(A) the labor intensive and lengthy process 
involved in screening, detecting, and treat-
ing the disease; 

(B) a lack of funding, trainer personnel, 
and medicine in virtually every nation with 
a high rate of the disease; and 

(C) the unique circumstances in each coun-
try, which requires the development and im-
plementation of country-specific programs. 

(8) Eliminating the barriers to the inter-
national control of tuberculosis through a 
well-structured, comprehensive, and coordi-
nated worldwide effort would be a significant 
step in dealing with the increasing public 
health problem posed by the disease. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that if the total allocation for 
this Act is higher than the level passed by 
the Senate, a top priority for the additional 
funds should be to increase the funding to 
combat infectious diseases, especially tuber-
culosis. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1163

(Purpose: Supporting an international con-
ference to achieve a durable political set-
tlement in the Balkans) 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING AN 

INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON 
THE BALKANS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings: 
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(1) The United States and its allies in the 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 
conducted large-scale military operations 
against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. 

(2) At the conclusion of 78 days of these 
hostilities, the United States and its NATO 
allies suspended military operations against 
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia based 
upon credible assurances by the latter that 
it would fulfill the following conditions as 
laid down by the so called Group of Eight (G–
8): 

(A) An immediate and verifiable end of vio-
lence and repression in Kosovo. 

(B) Staged withdrawal of all Yugoslav 
military, police, and paramilitary forces 
from Kosovo. 

(C) Deployment in Kosovo of effective 
international and security presences, en-
dorsed and adopted by the United Nations 
Security Council, and capable of guaran-
teeing the achievement of the agreed objec-
tives. 

(D) Establishment of an interim adminis-
tration for Kosovo, to be decided by the 
United Nations Security Council which will 
seek to ensure conditions for a peaceful and 
normal life for all inhabitants in Kosovo. 

(E) Provision for the safe and free return of 
all refugees and displaced persons from 
Kosovo and an unimpeded access to Kosovo 
by humanitarian aid organizations. 

(3) These objectives appear to have been 
fulfilled, or to be in the process of being ful-
filled, which has led the United States and 
its NATO allies to terminate military oper-
ations against the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia. 

(4) The G–8 also called for a comprehensive 
approach to the economic development and 
stabilization of the crisis region, and the Eu-
ropean Union has announced plans for 
$1,500,000,000 over the next 3 years for the re-
construction of Kosovo, for the convening in 
July of an international donors’ conference 
for Kosovo aid, and for subsequent provision 
of reconstruction aid to the other countries 
in the region affected by the recent hos-
tilities followed by reconstruction aid di-
rected at the Balkans region as a whole. 

(5) The United States and some of its 
NATO allies oppose the provision of any aid, 
other than limited humanitarian assistance, 
to Serbia until Yugoslav President Slobodan 
Milosevic is out of office. 

(6) The policy of providing reconstruction 
aid to Kosovo and other countries in the re-
gion affected by the recent hostilities while 
withholding such aid for Serbia presents a 
number of practical problems, including the 
absence in Kosovo of financial and other in-
stitutions independent of Yugoslavia, the 
difficulty in drawing clear and enforceable 
distinctions between humanitarian and re-
construction assistance, and the difficulty in 
reconstructing Montenegro in the absence of 
similar efforts in Serbia. 

(7) In any case, the achievement of effec-
tive and durable economic reconstruction 
and revitalization in the countries of the 
Balkans is unlikely until a political settle-
ment is reached as to the final status of 
Kosovo and Yugoslavia. 

(8) The G–8 proposed a political process to-
wards the establishment of an interim polit-
ical framework agreement for a substantial 
self-government for Kosovo, taking into full 
account the final Interim Agreement for 
Peace and Self-Government in Kosovo, also 
known as the Rambouillet Accords, and the 
principles of sovereignty and territorial in-
tegrity of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
and the other countries of the region, and 
the demilitarization of the UCK (Kosovo Lib-
eration Army). 

(9) The G–8 proposal contains no guidance 
as to a final political settlement for Kosovo 
and Yugoslavia, while the original position 
of the United States and the other partici-
pants in the so-called Contact Group on this 
matter, as reflected in the Rambouillet Ac-
cords, called for the convening of an inter-
national conference, after 3 years, to deter-
mine a mechanism for a final settlement of 
Kosovo status based on the will of the peo-
ple, opinions of relevant authorities, each 
Party’s efforts regarding the implementa-
tion of the agreement and the provisions of 
the Helsinki Final Act. 

(10) The current position of the United 
States and its NATO allies as to the final 
status of Kosovo and Yugoslavia calls for an 
autonomous, multiethnic, democratic 
Kosovo which would remain as part of Ser-
bia, and such an outcome is not supported by 
any of the Parties directly involved, includ-
ing the governments of Yugoslavia and Ser-
bia, representatives of the Kosovar Alba-
nians, and the people of Yugoslavia, Serbia 
and Kosovo. 

(11) There has been no final political set-
tlement in Bosnia-Herzegovina, where the 
Armed Forces of the United States, its 
NATO allies, and other non-Balkan nations 
have been enforcing an uneasy peace since 
1996, at a cost to the United States alone of 
over $10,000,000,000, with no clear end in sight 
to such enforcement. 

(12) The trend throughout the Balkans 
since 1990 has been in the direction of eth-
nically based particularism, as exemplified 
by the 1991 declarations of independence 
from Yugoslavia by Slovenia and Croatia, 
and the country in the Balkans which cur-
rently comes the closest to the goal of a 
democratic government which respects the 
human rights of its citizens is the nation of 
Slovenia, which was the first portion of the 
former Federal Republic of Yugoslavia to se-
cede and is also the nation in the region with 
the greatest ethnic homogeneity, with a pop-
ulation which is 91 percent Slovene. 

(13) The boundaries of the various national 
and sub-national divisions in the Balkans 
have been altered repeatedly throughout his-
tory, and international conferences have fre-
quently played the decisive role in fixing 
such boundaries in the modern era, including 
the Berlin Congress of 1878, the London Con-
ference of 1913, and the Paris Peace Con-
ference of 1919. 

(14) The development of an effective exit 
strategy for the withdrawal from the Bal-
kans of foreign military forces, including the 
armed forces of the United States, its NATO 
allies, Russia, and any other nation from 
outside the Balkans which has such forces in 
the Balkans is in the best interests of all 
such nations. 

(15) The ultimate withdrawal of foreign 
military forces, accompanied by the estab-
lishment of durable and peaceful relations 
among all of the nations and peoples of the 
Balkans is in the best interests of those na-
tions and peoples. 

(16) An effective exit strategy for the with-
drawal from the Balkans of foreign military 
forces is contingent upon the achievement of 
a lasting political settlement for the region, 
and that only such a settlement, acceptable 
to all parties involved, can ensure the funda-
mental goals of the United States of peace, 
stability, and human rights in the Balkans; 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that—

(1) the United States should call imme-
diately for the convening of an international 
conference on the Balkans, under the aus-
pices of the United Nations, and based upon 

the principles of the Rambouillet Accords for 
a final settlement of Kosovo status, namely 
that such a settlement should be based on 
the will of the people, opinions of relevant 
authorities, each Party’s efforts regarding 
the implementation of the agreement and 
the provisions of the Helsinki Final Act; 

(2) the international conference on the Bal-
kans should also be empowered to seek a 
final settlement for Bosnia-Herzegovina 
based on the same principles as specified for 
Kosovo in the Rambouillet Accords; and 

(3) in order to produce a lasting political 
settlement in the Balkans acceptable to all 
parties, which can lead to the departure from 
the Balkans in timely fashion of all foreign 
military forces, including those of the 
United States, the international conference 
should have the authority to consider any 
and all of the following: political boundaries; 
humanitarian and reconstruction assistance 
for all nations in the Balkans; stationing of 
United Nations peacekeeping forces along 
international boundaries; security arrange-
ments and guarantees for all of the nations 
of the Balkans; and tangible, enforceable and 
verifiable human rights guarantees for the 
individuals and peoples of the Balkans. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1167

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

SEC. . (a) The President shall continue 
and expand efforts through the United Na-
tions and other international fora, including 
the Wassenaar Arrangement, to limit arms 
transfers worldwide. The President shall 
take the necessary steps to begin multilat-
eral negotiations within 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, for the 
purpose of establishing a permanent multi-
lateral regime to govern the transfer of con-
ventional arms, particularly transfers to 
countries: 

(1) that engage in persistent violations of 
human rights, engage in acts of armed ag-
gression in violation of international law, 
and do not fully participate in the United 
Nations Register of Conventional Arms; and 

(2) in regions in which arms transfers 
would exacerbate regional arms races or 
international tensions that present a danger 
to international peace and stability. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—(1) Not later 
than 6 months after the commencement of 
the negotiations under subsection (a), and 
not later than the end of every 6-month pe-
riod thereafter until an agreement described 
in subsection (a) is concluded, the President 
shall report to the appropriate committees 
of the Congress on the progress made during 
these negotiations. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the 
amendment I am offering today calls 
on the President to begin multilateral 
negotiations for the purpose of estab-
lishing a permanent multilateral re-
gime to govern the transfer of conven-
tional arms to countries that engage in 
persistent violations of human rights, 
engage in acts of armed aggression, do 
not fully participate in the United Na-
tions Register of Conventional, and 
countries in regions in which arms 
transfers would exacerbate regional 
arms races or international tensions. 

As the United States and its allies 
work to expand the community of 
democratic nations and prevent the 
spread of violence and ethnic conflict, 
we must give higher priority to consid-
eration of how conventional arms 
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transfers may work to undermine these 
important objectives. It is simply not 
in our interest to allow weapons to 
flow freely into countries who abuse 
the rights of their citizens or who are 
engaged in conflict or destabilizing 
arms races. 

International restraint in arms ex-
ports is important to U.S. national se-
curity interests, as well as for the fur-
therance of democracy and human 
rights. The June 1996 ‘‘Report of the 
Presidential Advisory Board on Arms 
Proliferation Policy’’ concluded that 
U.S. and international security are 
threatened by the proliferation of ad-
vanced conventional weapons. Accord-
ing to the Report, ‘‘The world struggles 
today with the implications of ad-
vanced conventional weapons. It will in 
the future be confronted with yet an-
other generation of weapons, whose de-
structive power, size, cost, and avail-
ability can raise many more problems 
even than their predecessors today. 
These challenges will require a new 
culture among nations, one that ac-
cepts increased responsibility for con-
trol and restraint, despite short-term 
economic and political factors pulling 
in other directions.’’ An international 
Code of Conduct is a step toward that 
new culture. 

The United States is far-and-away 
the world’s biggest arms merchant, and 
we must lead the way for the rest of 
the world in addressing this issue. But 
we cannot do it alone. A unilateral de-
cision by the United States to limit 
conventional arms transfers would be 
an important signal of our commit-
ment to this issue, but it would not 
stop the flow of weapons into the coun-
tries about whom we are most con-
cerned. We should be under no illusion 
about the ability or willingness of 
other arms-producing nations to rush 
in and fill any gap we might create. 
This amendment will require the Presi-
dent to expand international efforts to 
curb worldwide arms sales through the 
United Nations and other fora, such as 
the Wassenaar Agreement, and to re-
port to the Congress on progress made 
during these negotiations. 

The United States should lead the 
way to establishing a multilateral re-
gime to prevent nations that ignore 
the rights of their citizens or bully 
their neighbors from obtaining the 
weapons that support these nefarious 
activities. This legislation can be the 
vehicle to accomplish this important 
objective. I thank the managers of this 
bill for accepting my amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 1168

Purpose: To restrict U.S. aid to Cambodia 
On page 13, strike lines 2 through the colon 

on line 14, and insert in lieu the following: 
‘‘None of the funds appropriated by 

this Act may be made available for ac-
tivities or programs for the Central 
Government of Cambodia until the 
Secretary of State determines and re-
ports to the Committee on Appropria-

tions and the Committee on Foreign 
Relations that the Government of 
Cambodia has established a tribunal 
consistent with the requirements of 
international law and justice including 
the participation of international ju-
rists and prosecutors for the trial of 
those who committed genocide or 
crimes against humanity and that the 
Government of Cambodia is making 
significant progress in establishing an 
independent and accountable judicial 
system, a professional military subor-
dinate to civilian control, and a neu-
tral and accountable police force:’’ 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the pend-
ing bill prohibits the Administration 
from providing aid to the central gov-
ernment of Cambodia pending certifi-
cation by the Secretary of State that 
Cambodia has held free and fair elec-
tions, that the Central Election Com-
mission was comprised of representa-
tives from all parties, and that the 
Cambodian government has established 
an international panel of jurists to try 
individuals who have committed geno-
cide against the Cambodian people. 

I share the Committee’s view that 
aid can be a source of leverage in deal-
ing with the new Cambodian govern-
ment, and I agree that we should use 
our aid to encourage the Cambodian 
government to establish a credible, 
internationally acceptable genocide 
tribunal. However, I do not believe that 
the conditions in the bill provide us 
with effective leverage because they 
are outdated and irrelevant to the re-
alities on the ground in Cambodia 
today. 

All of us who are involved with Cam-
bodia recognize full well that the elec-
tions held last July in Cambodia were 
a mixed bag at best. The process lead-
ing up to the elections had flaws. The 
elections themselves were quite suc-
cessful in terms of large voter turnout, 
lack of intimidation, international 
monitoring, and lack of violence. But 
they were less than perfect. 

Cambodians know this, but they have 
moved on. They have formed a new co-
alition government with what appears 
to be a workable power sharing ar-
rangement between the two major par-
ties. They have an effective opposition 
party. The Khmer Rouge is no longer a 
military or political player, looming as 
a threat to the new government. The 
climate of political intimidation and 
violence that has so often character-
ized Cambodia is no longer prevalent. 
The new Cambodian government has 
put forth a policy platform which, if 
implemented, would enable Cambodia 
to make real strides toward the estab-
lishment of democratic institutions 
and processes. 

In light of these realities, it makes 
no sense to put restrictions on our aid 
that simply cut off the aid and prevent 
us from using US aid as an incentive to 
move the Cambodian government to 
deal with the serious problems that are 

on the table now—building an inde-
pendent judiciary, reforming the mili-
tary and the policy so that they are 
professional, neutral and accountable, 
providing health care and schooling, 
and tackling the overwhelming prob-
lem of poverty. 

The amendment that I am offering 
with Senator MCCAIN replaces the con-
ditions in the bill with new conditions 
designed to promote the building of 
democratic institutions and to encour-
age the Cambodian government to es-
tablish a tribunal consistent with the 
requirements of international law and 
justice to try those guilty of genocide 
and crimes against humanity. 

Specifically, this amendment pro-
hibits aid to the central government 
pending a certification by the Sec-
retary of State that Cambodia is mak-
ing significant progress in establishing 
an independent and accountable judi-
cial system, a professional military 
subordinate to civilian control, and a 
neutral and accountable police force. 
The amendment also requires the Sec-
retary to certify that the Cambodian 
government has established a tribunal 
consistent with the requirements of 
international law and justice and in-
cluding the participation of inter-
national jurists and prosecutors for the 
trial of those who committed genocide 
or crimes against humanity. 

Let me say a word about the condi-
tion related to the tribunal. When I 
was in Cambodia in April, I had exten-
sive discussions with Prime Minister 
Hun Sen, National Assembly Chairman 
Prince Ranarridh, King Sihanouk, and 
others about the issues related to the 
constitution of a genocide tribunal. 
While the Prime Minister insisted that 
the tribunal be in Cambodia, he agreed 
with my proposal that international 
judges, prosecutors and investigators 
actively participate in the process. He 
also indicated that he would support 
changes in Cambodian law to allow 
these individuals to actively operate 
within the Cambodian judicial system. 
Prince Ranariddh and King Sihanouk 
also were supportive of this concept. 

I believe that this kind of tribunal, 
with meaningful international partici-
pation, could provide a credible and ac-
countable process, consistent with 
international law and standards, for 
trying those who committed genocide 
and crimes against humanity. The car-
rot of US aid can serve as an important 
incentive for the Cambodian govern-
ment to follow through on this process. 

Mr. President, I believe this is a good 
amendment and I thank the managers 
for accepting it. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
join with Senator KERRY in offering an 
amendment to the foreign operations 
appropriations bill that would replace 
language currently in the bill per-
taining to Cambodia with language 
that I firmly believe will prove far 
more productive in accomplishing our 
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goals in that strife-torn nation. The 
amendment would replace the current 
prohibition on assistance pending unre-
alistic and counterproductive certifi-
cations with attainable goals con-
sistent with the positive developments 
that have occurred in Cambodia since 
its elections last July. 

Few countries in the entire world 
have experienced the scale of suffering 
since the Second World War that was 
inflicted upon the people of Cambodia 
between 1975 and 1979. A phrase that 
has become a part of our normal lexi-
con in discussions of tragedies of great 
proportion in foreign countries origi-
nated in descriptions of the killing 
fields of Cambodia. What transpired in 
that country during the rule of the 
Khmer Rouge defies comprehension. It 
is a history, however, that must not be 
forgotten. 

After decades of struggling with po-
litical events in Cambodia, we have an 
opportunity to finally help it move in a 
positive direction. We have an oppor-
tunity to help the people of that beau-
tiful nation to begin to put their pain-
ful past behind them, and to join the 
community of nations in good stand-
ing. We cannot accomplish that objec-
tive, however, with the language cur-
rently in the bill before us today. That 
language prohibits all direct U.S. as-
sistance to the central government of 
Cambodia until the Secretary of State 
certifies that the July 1998 elections 
were free and fair, with emphasis on 
the period leading up to election day. 

Few would argue that numerous 
irregularities occurred in the months 
leading up to the election of July 26, 
1998. I wish that had not been the case. 
But those irregularities took place, and 
we cannot change the past. The ques-
tion, however, becomes where we go 
from here. The election itself was, by 
and large, a free and fair election, and 
it is unlikely that the pre-election 
irregularities fundamentally altered 
its outcome. Since the election, the 
main competing factions have agreed 
at an amicable arrangement, and Cam-
bodia today stands its best chance of 
making significant political and eco-
nomic progress. A U.S. role, which is 
currently limited to support of non-
governmental organizations anyway, 
can be instrumental in facilitating 
greater levels of liberalization. The 
Central Government of Cambodia 
shows every sign of wanting to move in 
that direction. That is why the lan-
guage in this bill is so troubling. It 
fails to account for a far more positive 
political atmosphere in Cambodia than 
has existed in decades. 

We can help Cambodia to move for-
ward, or we can stand aside and see an 
opportunity to act productively in 
Southeast Asia squandered. I am under 
no illusions about the scale of problems 
that continue to plague that troubled 
nation. The government of Phnom 
Penh must move forward on the issue 

of establishing an international tri-
bunal for the prosecution of Khmer 
Rouge officials, it must continue to ad-
dress pressing issues like deforestation, 
and it must carry out needed political 
and economic reforms. But we must 
not let an important opportunity to 
help such reforms move forward by re-
stricting aid unless the State Depart-
ment certifies to something all parties 
know cannot be certified. We can predi-
cate our policy toward Cambodia on 
the past, or we can remember the past 
but look to the future. The Kerry-
McCain amendment provides an oppor-
tunity to do the latter. I urge its sup-
port.

AMENDMENT 1173

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing section: 
SEC. . EXPANDED THREAT REDUCTION INITIA-

TIVE. 
It is the sense of the Senate that the pro-

grams contained in the Expanded Threat Re-
duction Initiative are vital to the national 
security of the United States and that fund-
ing for those programs should be restored in 
conference to the levels requested in the 
President’s budget. 

AMENDMENT 1174

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 
U.S. COMMITMENTS UNDER THE U.S.-NORTH 
KOREAN AGREED FRAMEWORK.—It is the 
Sense of the Senate that, as long as North 
Korea meets its obligations under the U.S.-
North Korean nuclear Agreed Framework of 
1994, the U.S. should meet its commitments 
under the Agreed Framework, including re-
quired deliveries of heavy fuel oil to North 
Korea and support of the Korean Peninsula 
Energy Development Organization (KEDO).

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
comment on the foreign operations ap-
propriations bill being considered by 
the Senate. There is one area of this 
bill that I believe deserves particular 
attention, and that is the series of pro-
visions relating to U.S. funding for the 
Korean Peninsula Energy Development 
Organization, or KEDO. This is the or-
ganization that is implementing cer-
tain provisions of the U.S.-North Ko-
rean nuclear Agreed Framework of 
1994. U.S. funds for KEDO pay for the 
heavy fuel oil that the U.S. is com-
mitted to provide to North Korea in ex-
change for its agreement to freeze and 
eventually dismantle its plutonium 
production program that could be used 
for nuclear weapons. 

Mr. President, that Agreed Frame-
work is working in our national secu-
rity interests now. Under that agree-
ment, North Korea has frozen its pluto-
nium production facilities and canned 
almost all of the spent nuclear reactor 
fuel from its graphite-moderated reac-
tor in Yongbyon, all under the watch-
ful eye of International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) personnel and moni-
toring instruments. 

As recent Secretaries of Defense and 
Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
have repeatedly and consistently testi-

fied to Congress, it is clearly in our se-
curity interest that North Korea not 
produced any more plutonium and that 
its spend reactor fuel be canned and re-
moved from North Korea. In addition, 
it is important for North Korea to ac-
count for all its past plutonium pro-
duction to the satisfaction of the 
IAEA. If, and only if, North Korea sat-
isfies all those requirements of the 
Agreed Framework, then KEDO, will 
provide two lightwater nuclear power 
production reactors to North Korea, 
with South Korea and Japan paying 
the overwhelming majority of the cost 
of those reactors. 

The U.S. is required to provide heavy 
fuel oil to North Korea on an agreed 
schedule, and we have had a spotty 
record so far, largely because of Con-
gressional funding reductions and re-
strictions. But we have managed to de-
liver the required oil, albeit sometimes 
late. 

This bill would reduce the Adminis-
tration’s funding request for heavy fuel 
oil from $55 million to $40 million dol-
lars, a decrease of $15 million. This re-
duction would prevent the U.S. from 
purchasing and delivering the required 
heavy fuel oil to North Korea. In my 
view, what would be a serious mistake. 

If we do not provide the required 
heavy fuel oil under the Agreed Frame-
work, we would be failing to meet our 
commitments under the Agreed Frame-
work. This would provide North Korea 
with a ready-made excuse to withdraw 
from or violate the Agreed Framework, 
something we should all recognize 
would be contrary to our national in-
terests and bad for U.S. security.

As long as North Korea meets its ob-
ligations under the Agreed Framework, 
we should meet our commitments and 
obligations under the Agreed Frame-
work, including providing the funds 
necessary to deliver all the required 
heavy fuel oil to North Korea. 

Mr. President, this bill also places 
unnecessary and unworkable restric-
tions on the obligation of the $40 mil-
lion that is provided for KEDO. These 
are contained in certifications required 
before the funds can be obligated. Two 
of these certifications go beyond the 
terms of the Agreed Framework and 
would make it very hard for the U.S. to 
provide funds to KEDO, unless the 
President uses a waiver. 

I believe it is important that we 
work in good faith to keep North Korea 
in compliance with its obligations 
under the Agreed Framework, and that 
includes our obligation to provide the 
necessary funds to deliver the required 
heavy fuel oil to North Korea. 

When the Armed Services Committee 
and the Foreign Relations Committee 
members met recently with Former 
Defense Secretary William Perry, the 
President’s Special Advisor on North 
Korea, one of my colleagues asked Dr. 
Perry what Congress could do to help 
move North Korea in a more peaceful 
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and cooperative direction. Dr. Perry in-
dicated that the most important Con-
gressional action would be to provide 
full funding for KEDO. I believe Dr. 
Perry is correct. 

Mr. President, for these reasons I 
offer an amendment to the bill that 
states the sense of the Senate that, ‘‘as 
long as North Korea meets its obliga-
tions under the U.S.-North Korean nu-
clear Agreed Framework of 1994, the 
U.S. should meet its commitments 
under the Agreed Framework, includ-
ing required deliveries of heavy fuel oil 
to North Korea and support of the Ko-
rean Peninsula Energy Development 
Organization (KEDO).’’

This amendment puts the Senate on 
record as stating its view that the 
United States should meet its commit-
ments under the Agreed Framework, 
including the heavy fuel oil and KEDO 
commitments. 

Mr. President, I believe this amend-
ment improves the bill and makes it 
clear that the Senate wants the U.S. to 
uphold its end of the Agreed Frame-
work, and I hope that the bill’s provi-
sions relating to KEDO can be modified 
in conference and that the Administra-
tion’s requested funding will be re-
stored in conference, to reflect the 
view of the Senate as expressed in my 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1175

(Purpose: To provide Tibetan refugee relief) 

On page 17, line 10, before the period insert 
the following: 

‘‘That of the amounts appropriated under 
this heading, $1.5 million shall be made 
available to Habitat for Humanity Inter-
national for the purchase of 14 acres of land 
on behalf of Tibetan refugees living in north-
ern India, and the construction of multi-unit 
development.’’

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer an amendment that 
would provide Habitat for Humanity 
$1.5 million for construction of a multi-
unit development for Tibetan refugees 
living in Northern India. 

These refugees were forcibly driven 
from their homes by the Chinese com-
munists. They are living in the 
Dehradun area and are among the poor-
est people on earth. They are without 
citizenship rights and cannot own land. 
As such, they exist as squatters in 
burned out homes and shacks remain-
ing after the Hindu-Moslem conflicts of 
a few years ago. The conditions are de-
plorable; soaking wet in the monsoon 
season and freezing in the winter. 

Many Americans are aware of the 
plight of these Tibetan refugees and 
have started taking actions to help 
them. The Dalai Lama is a full partner 
in this project and has put the full 
weight of his friends and government 
behind this. 

This money will fund a plan to pur-
chase 14 acres of land on behalf of the 
Tibetans and provide for the construc-
tion of a multi-unit development for 
160 of the poorest families. An Amer-

ican architect has volunteered his time 
to visit the site, direct the preliminary 
clearing, and draw the plans for the vil-
lage. 

General Mick Kicklighter, U.S. 
Army, Ret., serves as President of 
Habitat for Humanity International 
and will oversee the direction of re-
sources for this project. The President 
of the Arundel County, Maryland, 
Habitat for Humanity affiliate is work-
ing to lay out detailed building time 
and cost management for the village. 
The property has been obtained, build-
ing permits secured and the land has 
been cleared by the hand effort of the 
refugees. 

I ask my colleagues to join me and 
the cosponsors to this amendment to 
support funding in the amount of $1.5 
million to directed to Habitat for Hu-
manity International for completion of 
this project. The creation of this vil-
lage with U.S. assistance will serve as 
a model for the international aid com-
munity. I firmly believe that the im-
pact of this modest sum will be felt 
globally. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1176

On page 33, line 6, before the colon, insert 
the following: ‘‘, of which no less than 
$1,000,000 shall be available for the Defense 
Institute of International Studies to enhance 
its mission, functioning and performance by 
providing for its fixed costs of operation’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1177

At the appropriate place, insert: 
It is the sense of the Senate that: 
The Senate finds, that: The proposed pro-

grams under the Expanded Threat Reduction 
Initiative (ETRI) are critical and essential 
to preserving U.S. national security. 

The Department of State programs under 
the ETRI be funded at or near the full re-
quest of $250 million in the Foreign Oper-
ations Appropriations Bill for Fiscal Year 
2000 prior to final passage.

Mr. MCCONNELL. These amend-
ments have been cleared on both sides, 
and I ask they be considered and 
agreed to en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments en bloc. 

The amendments (Nos. 1125, 1146, 
1150, 1151, 1158, 1162, 1163, 1167, 1168, and 
1173 through 1177) were agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to recon-
sider the vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1159 AND 1170 THROUGH 1172, 
EN BLOC, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I send the fol-
lowing modifications to amendments 
that are at the desk: 

No. 1159, Senator LANDRIEU on or-
phans; No. 1170, Senator BROWNBACK, 
the Sudan; No. 1171, Senator DEWINE 
on Colombia; and No. 1172, Senator 
REID on Iraq. 

The amendment (No. 1170), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC. ll. INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSIST-

ANCE FOR OPPOSITION-CON-
TROLLED AREAS OF SUDAN. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, of the funds made available under chap-
ter 9 of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (relating to international disaster as-
sistance) for fiscal year 2000, up to $4,000,000 
should be made available for rehabilitation 
and economic recovery in opposition-con-
trolled areas of Sudan. Such funds are to be 
used to improve economic governance, pri-
mary education, agriculture, and other lo-
cally-determined priorities. Such funds are 
to be programmed and implemented jointly 
by the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development and the Department 
of Agriculture, and may be utilized for ac-
tivities which can be implemented for a pe-
riod of up to two years. 
SEC. ll. HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE FOR SU-

DANESE INDIGENOUS GROUPS. 
The President, acting through the appro-

priate Federal agencies, is authorized to pro-
vide humanitarian assistance, including 
food, directly to the National Democratic Al-
liance participants and the Sudanese Peo-
ple’s Liberation Movement operating outside 
of the Operation Lifeline Sudan structure. 
SEC. ll. DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FOR OP-

POSITION-CONTROLLED AREAS OF 
SUDAN. 

(a) INCREASE IN DEVELOPMENT ASSIST-
ANCE.—The President, acting through the 
United States Agency for International De-
velopment, is authorized to increase substan-
tially the amount of development assistance 
for capacity building, democracy promotion, 
civil administration, judiciary, and infra-
structure support in opposition-controlled 
areas of Sudan. 

(b) QUARTERLY REPORT.—The President 
shall submit a report on a quarterly basis to 
the Congress on progress made in carrying 
out subsection (a).

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the amendment that 
has been cleared, I understand, by both 
sides. I would like to submit into the 
RECORD a clarification regarding the 
distribution of humanitarian assist-
ance, including food, directly to the 
National Democratic Alliance partici-
pants operating outside of the Oper-
ation Lifeline Sudan structure. Name-
ly, the intent and expectation of the 
Senate through this language is for the 
Sudanese People’s Liberation Move-
ment to be a recipient as a leading 
member participant in the National 
Democratic Alliance. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, it is im-
portant to view this amendment in the 
greater context of the current humani-
tarian situation in southern Sudan. 

The situation is dire, to say the 
least: the famine of last year took the 
lives of hundreds of thousands as 
flights of relief were banned by Khar-
toum from large areas outside their 
control, an act which triggered famine 
and starvation. The regime in Khar-
toum is allowed to halt U.N. relief 
flights at will because of the terms of 
the 1989 agreement which establish Op-
eration Lifeline Sudan—the U.N. relief 
organization. As I noted in an op-ed in 
The Washington Post on July 19, 1998, 
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the ‘‘practice starves combatants and 
noncombatants alike and compromises 
the integrity and effectiveness of relief 
groups desperately trying to fend off 
famine.’’

I ask unanimous consent that op-ed 
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, July 19, 1998] 
SUDAN’S MERCILESS WAR ON ITS OWN PEOPLE 

(By Bill Frist) 
When the United Nations World Food Pro-

gram announced last week that up to 2.6 mil-
lion people in southern Sudan are in immi-
nent danger of starvation, the news was re-
ceived with surprising nonchalance. Such 
news is becoming almost routine from mis-
ery-plagued East Africa, but what is unfold-
ing in southern Sudan is at least the fourth 
widespread, large-scale humanitarian dis-
aster in the region in the past 15 years. 

In all cases, the United States’ record is 
not one of success. Ethiopia in 1984, a disas-
trous military involvement in Somalia in 
1993 and shameful neglect in Rwanda in 1994 
have left the public bitter toward the pros-
pect of yet more involvement. But again, as 
famine hovers over the region, we face a dis-
concertingly similar quandary on the nature 
of our response. 

In January I worked in southern Sudan as 
a medical missionary, and I have seen first-
hand the terrible effects of the continuing 
civil war and how that war came to help cre-
ate this situation. As a United States sen-
ator, however, I fear that by failing to make 
necessary changes in our response, American 
policy toward Sudan may be a contributing 
factor in the horrendous prospect of wide-
spread starvation. 

The radical Islamic regime in Khartoum is 
unmatched in its barbarity toward the sub-
Saharan or ‘‘black African’’ Christians of the 
country’s South. It is largely responsible for 
creating this impending disaster through a 
concerted and sustained war on its own peo-
ple, in which calculated starvation, bombing 
of hospitals, slavery and the killing of inno-
cent women and children are standard proce-
dure. 

Our policy toward Khartoum looks tough 
on paper, but it has yet to pose a serious 
challenge to the Islamic dictatorship. Nei-
ther has our wavering and inconsistent com-
mitment to sanctions affected its behavior 
or its ability to finance the war. 

Khartoum is set to gain billions of dollars 
in oil revenues from fields it is preparing to 
exploit in areas of rebel activity. The U.S. 
sanctions prohibit any American invest-
ment, but recent evidence indicates that en-
forcement is lax. Additionally, relief groups 
operating there report that new weapons are 
flowing in as part of a deal with one of the 
partners—a government-owned petroleum 
company in China. 

It is our policy toward southern Sudan 
that is of more immediate importance to the 
potential humanitarian disaster. From my 
own experience operating in areas where U.S. 
government relief is rarely distributed, I fear 
that both unilaterally and as a member of 
the United Nations, the United States unnec-
essarily restricts our own policy in odd def-
erence to the regime in Khartoum. 

In southern Sudan our humanitarian relief 
contributions to the starving are largely fun-
neled through nongovernmental relief orga-
nizations that participate in Operation Life-
line Sudan. All of our contributions to the 

United Nations efforts are distributed 
through this flawed deal. 

In this political arrangement the Khar-
toum regime has veto power over all deci-
sions as to where food can be sent. That 
which is needed in the areas outside their 
control is often used as an instrument of 
war, with Khartoum routinely denying per-
mission for a flight to land in an area of 
rebel activity, especially during times when 
international attention lacks its current 
focus. This practice starves combatants and 
noncombatants alike and compromises the 
integrity and effectiveness of relief groups 
desperately trying to fend off famine. 

Despite associated risks, some relief 
groups operate successfully outside the ar-
rangement’s umbrella, getting good and 
medicine to areas that the regime in Khar-
toum would rather see starve. Out of concern 
that the Khartoum regime would be pro-
voked into prohibiting all relief deliveries 
under the scheme, the U.S. Agency for Inter-
national Development and its Office of For-
eign Disaster Assistance do not regularly 
funnel famine relief through outside organi-
zations, and thus our relief supplies are only 
selectively distributed—a decision that un-
necessarily abets Khartoum’s agenda. 

The U.S. policy in Sudan does not seek an 
immediate rebel victory and the fragmenting 
of Sudan that could follow. Because the 
splintered rebel groups could not provide a 
functioning government or civil society at 
this time, that policy cannot be thrown out 
wholesale. Yet our failure to separate this 
policy from the action necessary to save 
these people from starvation result in ab-
surdity. 

Thus even while generously increasing the 
amount of aid, for political reasons we seek 
the permission of the ‘‘host government’’ in 
Khartoum to distribute it and feed the very 
people they are attempting to kill through 
starvation and war. A second reason for this 
posture is, presumably, a fear that even mod-
est, calculated food aid would allow the 
rebels to mobilize instead of foraging for 
their families—a factor that could turn the 
outcome on the battlefield in their favor. 

The prospect of widespread starvation in 
southern Sudan does not necessitate that the 
United States seek a quick solution on the 
battlefield. Military victory and an end to 
hostilities are not a substitute for food. How-
ever, the administration should make an im-
mediate and necessary distinction between 
the policy principle and the humanitarian 
challenge. It should articulate a response 
without political limitations, which, frank-
ly, are trivial in comparison to the human 
lives at stake, and it should press the United 
Nations to do the same. 

We can no longer afford to dance around 
the issues of sovereignty and political prin-
ciples while restraining our response to a 
looming disaster that Khartoum helped cre-
ate. Such academic debates and diplomatic 
concerns are for the well fed, but offer no 
solace to the starving.

Mr. FRIST. The Government of 
Sudan continues to prosecute the war 
against the south, including the bomb-
ing of hospitals and churches, and a 
campaign of terror, including slavery. 
Nearly 2 million have died since 1983, 
with over 4 million displaced from 
their homes. 

In January of last year, I worked in 
southern Sudan as a medical mis-
sionary, in areas outside of government 
control, and in ‘‘hospitals’’ and clinics 
where I treated people who had never 

seen a doctor. What I saw was the prod-
uct of an indiscriminate and savage 
war. 

Since that time I have worked with 
other Senators, relief organizations, 
and the administration in trying to 
make our humanitarian policy as effec-
tive as it possibly can be. It must be a 
policy which does more than meet the 
immediate food needs of those who 
hover on the brink of starvation. It 
must be a policy which seeks to elimi-
nate the root causes. The inability of 
the populations in areas outside of the 
control of the Government of Sudan to 
protect themselves is at the root of 
their vulnerability to starvation and 
famine. 

That is not a politically or 
logistically easy task. It does not have 
a single solution which can simply be 
enacted. It requires that we constantly 
push the policy to adapt and become 
more effective, rather than simply be-
come an amount for which we simply 
write a check each fiscal year. This 
amendment does not represent the so-
lution to the root causes of the human 
tragedy in Sudan, but it is one critical 
piece which we must consider. 

The authorization in this amendment 
will open this issue and place it at the 
top of the list of issues which we con-
tinue to work through with the admin-
istration. That process of Congress and 
the administration jointly working on 
a more effective Sudan policy has had 
its moments of disagreement, but it 
has been largely productive and one 
where our shared goals have never been 
compromised. 

Additionally, it is worth noting that, 
beyond the traditional chiefdoms, the 
groups designated in this amendment 
are really the only organizations func-
tioning in areas outside of the control 
of the government of Sudan. As a con-
sequence, these are the only organiza-
tions which are defending these popu-
lations against the heinous attacks by 
the Government of Sudan and, increas-
ingly, by irregular or paramilitary or-
ganizations sponsored by Khartoum—
including slaving parties.

The more than 1 million dollars’ 
worth of relief distributed in Sudan on 
a daily basis is done so in such a way 
that it is purposefully steered away 
from combatants. From the relief orga-
nizations’ view point, that is essential 
to maintain some level of insulation 
from the political aspects of the war. 
They see themselves as strictly human-
itarian organizations. 

However, from a practical stand-
point, that practice has an unintended, 
but not surprising consequence. Be-
cause the members of the resistance 
groups have to eat too—for they suffer 
from starvation as much as women and 
children—they regularly divert food 
donations to their own use. 
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Possibly more important than that is 

the effect on these organizations them-
selves and their ability to provide pro-
tection for the populations they de-
fend. Because their food supply is er-
ratic and dependent on diversions of 
other aid, they are often forced to de-
mobilize to either collect food on their 
own, to steal food, or to leave to plant 
their crops. The practical effect of that 
is that they cannot stay mobilized and 
cannot provide any reliable or cohesive 
defense. 

It is important to remember then 
that this amendment should not be 
seen as a reward to the resistance 
groups. Yet I remind my colleagues 
that they are the only line of defense 
between those people and the regime in 
Khartoum which seeks to subdue or ex-
terminate them in a sustained effort of 
low-level ethnic cleansing. 

The timing of presenting this author-
ity to the President is critically impor-
tant. The government of Sudan is 
poised to begin receiving billions of 
dollars in hard currency from the sale 
of newly exploited oil in contested 
areas. The regime in Khartoum has re-
peatedly and publically said their in-
tention is to convert that hard cur-
rency straight into an renewed effort 
to subdue or eradicate the people in 
areas outside their control. The ability 
of the resistance groups to stay mobi-
lized and coherent is arguably more 
important now than since the begin-
ning of the war. A predictable supply of 
food is the key to realizing that de-
fense. Again, more so than the weapons 
Khartoum is purchasing or receiving 
from the outside world, it is food which 
most devastating. 

Besides the obvious human cost of an 
ineffective defense against Khartoum 
and their proxies, is the potential cost 
to the renewed effort to bring the com-
batants into an effective peace process. 
As I noted in a further piece in The 
Washington Post, we must use all 
available tools to bring the combatants 
to the table. 

I ask unanimous consent that be 
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, June 9, 1999] 
AN END TO THE SUDAN TRAGEDY 

(By Bill Frist) 
The Post’s May 7 editorial ‘‘Sudan: The 

Unending War’’ brought to light two critical 
points about that barbaric war of ‘‘ethnic 
cleansing.’’ One is that our actions in Kosovo 
emphasize our failure to act in the much 
larger war in Sudan. Without Kosovo, the 
war in Sudan would continue in obscurity. 
The other is that it is time for the United 
States to redouble its efforts toward bring-
ing the war to a conclusion. As bad as the 
situation has become and intractable as the 
conflict may seem, we may have a small 
chance for peace. 

But the United States must redouble its ef-
forts strategically with a realistic under-
standing of our strengths and limitations. 

What may seem like minor differences 
among our options actually can represent 
fundamental differences between success and 
failure. The appointment of a special envoy 
may bring needed attention and diplomatic 
weight to that effort, but it would represent 
neither a clear understanding of our limita-
tions nor a strategy that can maximize our 
effectiveness. 

A strategy that does so requires three 
basic steps in the coming months: 

We must recognize the conflict for what it 
is: a calculated and sustained effort by the 
regime in Khartoum to subdue, eradicate or 
forcibly convert to Islam large segments of 
their own population. The fact that it is not 
exclusively a Muslim against Christian or 
Arab against black African war must not dis-
tract us from its barbarity. Even without a 
clear ‘‘good guy,’’ the war is indiscriminate 
and patently evil. As the editorial pointed 
out, it already has claimed more lives than 
the wars in Bosnia, Kosovo, Chechnya and 
Somalia combined. 

We must conduct our relief operations so 
they address the roots of the humanitarian 
disaster, not just the symptoms. We must 
continue to change our operations so they do 
not inadvertently abet the agenda of Khar-
toum by allowing the government to use our 
food donations as a weapon—as it dose with 
its calculated denial of access to relief 
flights that carry out contributions through 
the United Nations. 

We also must change the nature of our gen-
erous contributions, moving away from sim-
ply food, literally falling from the sky into 
starving villages, to one where we seek to 
help establish the most basic civil and eco-
nomic institutions in the areas outside the 
government’s control. It is the near absence 
of those institutions in some areas that pre-
vents the Sudanese from sustaining them-
selves. I plan to introduce legislation that 
will address those shortcomings, both in our 
own programs and in the United Nations. 
Congress can urge the president to continue 
implementing those changes, but we also 
must be prepared to support him fully as he 
does. 

We must work harder to reinvigorate the 
existing multilateral peace process and bring 
significant pressure to bear on the warring 
parties and supporters to come to the peace 
table. Khartoum uses seductive diversions—
‘‘confessions’’ of war-weariness and other 
hints that a ‘‘breakthrough’’ is at hand—to 
avoid a process in which it would actually 
have to produce results. 

The rebels continue to be fractious on 
their endgame. A strong peace process based 
on an airtight list of principles and measures 
of success can encourage both to deliver tan-
gible results. A special envoy alone, secret 
‘‘diplomatic missions’’ or any other effort 
that does not bring the combatants and their 
supporters to the table cannot provide three 
essential elements: the elimination of a 
scapegoat for a failed process, sustained 
pressure on all parties to show progress and 
a healthy dose of embarrassment for the 
world regarding the situation. 

The tragedy of Sudan has been perpetuated 
by shameful, worldwide neglect and a stun-
ning lack of resolve. Until Khartoum suc-
ceeds in its goal of ethnic cleansing, the war 
will never go away on its own. Short of mili-
tary intervention or comprehensive U.N. 
sanctions, for which there is no political 
will, a coherent, cooperative and realistic 
strategy offers the best chance for progress—
albeit 16 years late.

Mr. FRIST. The most important tool 
to bring them to the table is to con-

tinue to highlight the fact that neither 
side will win this war outright on the 
battlefield. If Khartoum believes they 
can not win the war on the battlefield 
because of their new found source of 
hard currency, they have absolutely no 
reason to come to the table and work 
for real peace. Short of military inter-
vention on our own, the best way we 
can disabuse them of that notion and 
continue to press them to commit to a 
peace process is to clearly eliminate 
the greatest weaknesses which they 
will exploit. The greatest weakness is 
not so much the southern Sudanese’s 
vulnerability to attack, but their in-
ability to defend. That inability is not 
caused by a lack of weaponry, but a 
lack of calories. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON-

NELL] proposes amendments Nos. 1159, 1171 
and 1172, as modified, en bloc.

The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 1159, AS MODIFIED 

On page 21, line 22, before the period insert 
the following: ‘‘Provided further; That of the 
amount appropriated under this heading, not 
to exceed $2,000,000 shall be available for 
grants to nongovernmental organization 
that work with orphans who are 
transitioning out of institutions to teach life 
skills and job skills’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1171, AS MODIFIED 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING CO-

LOMBIA. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) Colombia is a democratic country fight-

ing multiple wars: 
(A) a war against the Colombian Revolu-

tionary Armed Forces (FARC); 
(B) a war against the National Liberation 

Army (ELN); 
(C) a war against paramilitary organiza-

tions; and 
(C) a war against drug lords who traffic in 

deadly cocaine and heroin. 
(3)Colombia is the world’s third most dan-

gerous country in terms of political violence 
with 34 percent of world terrorist acts com-
mitted there. 

(4) Colombia is the world’s kidnaping cap-
ital of the world with 2,609 kidnapings re-
ported in 1998 and 513 reported in the first 
three months of 1999. 

(5) In 1998 alone, 308,000 Colombians were 
internally displaced in Colombia. Over the 
last decade, 35,000 Colombians have been 
killed. 

(6) The FARC and ELN are the two main 
guerrilla groups which have waged the long-
est-running anti-government insurgency in 
Latin America. 

(7) The Colombian rebels have a combined 
strength of 10,00 to 20,000 full-time guerrillas; 
they have initiated armed action in nearly 
700 of the country’s 1073 municipalities, and 
control or influence roughly 60 percent of 
rural Colombia including a demilitarized 
zone using their armed stranglehold to abuse 
Colombian citizens. 

(8) Although the Colombian Army has 
122,000 soldiers, there are roughly only 20,000 
soldiers available for offensive combat oper-
ations. 
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(9) Colombia faces the threat of the armed 

paramilitaries, 5,000 strong, who are con-
stantly driving a wedge in the peace process 
by their insistence in participating in the 
peace talks. 

(10) More than 75 percent of the world’s co-
caine HCL and 75 percent of the heroin seized 
in the northeast United States is of Colom-
bian origin. 

(11) The conflicts in Colombia are creating 
spillovers to the border countries of Ven-
ezuela, Panama and Equador: Venezuela has 
sent 30,000 troops to its border the Ecuador is 
sending 10,000 troops to its border. 

(12) Venezuela is our number one supplier 
of oil. 

(13) By the end of 1999, all U.S. military 
troops will have departed from Panama, 
leaving the Panama Canal unprotected. 

(14) In 1998, two-way trade between the 
United States and Colombia was more than 
$11 billion, making the United States Colom-
bia’s number one trading partner and Colom-
bia the fifth largest market for U.S. exports 
in the region. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that—

(1) the United States should recognize the 
crisis in Colombia and play a more pro-ac-
tive role in its resolution; 

(2) the United States should mobilize the 
international community to pro-actively en-
gaged in resolving Colombian wars; and 

(3) pledge or political support to help Co-
lombia with the peace process. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1172, AS MODIFIED 
At the appropriate place, add the fol-

lowing: 
It is the sense of the Senate that the Presi-

dent and the Secretary of State should—
(1) raise the need for accountability of Sad-

dam Hussein and several key members of his 
regime at the International Criminal Court 
Preparatory Commission, which will meet in 
New York on July 26, 1999, through August 
13, 1999; 

(2) continue to push for the creation of a 
commission under the auspices of the United 
Nations to establish an international record 
of the criminal culpability of Saddam Hus-
sein and other Iraqi officials; 

(3) continue to push for the United Nations 
to form an international criminal tribunal 
for the purpose of indicting, prosecuting, and 
imprisoning Saddam Hussein and any other 
Iraqi officials who may be found responsible 
for crimes against humanity, genocide, and 
other violations of international humani-
tarian law; and 

(4) upon the creation of a commission and 
international criminal tribunal, take steps 
necessary, including the reprogramming of 
funds, to ensure United States support for ef-
forts to bring Saddam Hussein and other 
Iraqi officials to justice. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that these amendments, as 
modified, be agreed to en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments en bloc, as modified. 

The amendments (Nos. 1159, and 1171 
and 1172) as modified, were agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to recon-
sider the vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. There are six 
amendments at the desk that will not 

be proposed. I ask unanimous consent 
the following amendments not be pro-
posed: 

No. 1120, Senator BROWNBACK on the 
Sudan; No. 1147, Senator BROWNBACK on 
the Sudan; No. 1149, Senator GRASSLEY 
on narcotics; No. 1156, Senator BIDEN 
on Iraq; No. 1169, Senator KERRY of 
Massachusetts, code of conduct; No. 
1155, Senator BIDEN on Iraq. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. We approved ear-
lier in the day 19 amendments in the 
managers’ package. We just approved 
18 more from a list compiled at 1 p.m., 
the deadline for getting amendments to 
the desk. 

There are 5 more amendments we 
withdrew that will not be offered. That 
leaves 12 amendments, I say to my 
friend from Vermont, that remain to be 
addressed. 

We are working on paring that list 
down further. 

Mr. DODD. I ask unanimous consent 
to set aside the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I call up 
an amendment at the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has two amendments? 

Mr. DODD. One amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 

amendment. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1157 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD], 
for himself and Mr. LEAHY, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1157.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place in the bill at the 

following new section: 
SEC. . TERMINATION OF PROHIBITIONS AND RE-

STRICTIONS ON TRAVEL TO CUBA. 
(a) TRAVEL TO CUBA.—
(1) FREEDOM OF TRAVEL FOR UNITED STATES 

CITIZENS AND LEGAL RESIDENTS.—Subject to 
subsection (b), the President shall not regu-
late or prohibit, directly or indirectly, travel 
to or from Cuba by United States citizens or 
legal residents, or any of the transactions in-
cident to such travel that are set forth in 
paragraph (2). 

(2) TRANSACTIONS INCIDENT TO TRAVEL.—
The transactions referred paragraph (1) are—

(A) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
travel to or from Cuba, including the impor-
tation into Cuba or the United States of ac-
companied baggage for personal use only: 

(B) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
travel or maintenance within Cuba, includ-
ing the payment of living expenses and the 
acquisition of goods or services for personal 
use; 

(C) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
the arrangement, promotion, or facilitation 
of travel to, from, or within Cuba; 

(D) any transaction incident to non-sched-
uled air, sea, or land voyages, except that 
this subparagraph does not authorize the 
carriage of articles into Cuba or the United 
States except accompanied baggage; and 

(E) any normal banking transaction inci-
dent to any activity described in any of the 
preceding subparagraphs, including the 
issuance, clearing, processing, or payment of 
checks, drafts, travelers checks, credit or 
debit card instruments, or similar instru-
ments; except that this paragraph does not 
authorize the importation into the United 
States of any goods for personal consump-
tion acquired in Cuba. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The restrictions on au-
thority contained in subsection (a)(1) do not 
apply in a case in which—

(1) the United States is at war with Cuba; 
or 

(2) armed hostilities between the two coun-
tries are in progress. 

(c) APPLICABILITY.—This section applies to 
actions taken by the President before the 
date of the enactment of this Act which are 
in effect on such date, and to action taken 
on or after such date. 

(d) SUPERSEDES OTHER PROVISIONS.—This 
section supersedes any other provision of 
law, including section 102(h) of the Cuban 
Liberty and Democratic Solidarity 
(LIBERTAD) Act of 1996. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1182 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1157 
(Purpose: To terminate prohibitions and 

restrictions on travel to Cuba) 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk an amendment in the second 
degree and ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] 
proposes an amendment numbered 1182 to 
amendment No. 1157.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
Strike everything after ‘‘SEClll.’’ and 

insert in lieu thereof the following: 
RELAXATION OF RESTRICTIONS ON TRAVEL BY 

AMERICAN CITIZENS TO CUBA. 
(a) TRAVEL TO CUBA.—
(1) FREEDOM OF TRAVEL FOR UNITED STATES 

CITIZENS AND LEGAL RESIDENTS.—Subject to 
subsection (b), the President shall not regu-
late or prohibit, directly or indirectly, travel 
to or from Cuba by United States citizens or 
legal residents, or any of the transactions in-
cident to such travel that are set forth in 
paragraph (2). 

(2) TRANSACTIONS INCIDENT TO TRAVEL.—
The transactions referred to in paragraph (1) 
are—

(A) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
travel to or from Cuba, including the impor-
tation into Cuba or the United States of ac-
companied baggage for personal use only; 

(B) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
travel or maintenance within Cuba, includ-
ing the payment of living expenses and the 
acquisition of goods or services for personal 
use; 

(C) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
the arrangement, promotion, or facilitation 
of travel to, from, or within Cuba; 
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(D) any transaction incident to non-

scheduled air, sea, or land voyages, except 
that this subparagraph does not authorize 
the carriage of articles into Cuba or the 
United States except accompanied baggage; 
and 

(E) any normal banking transaction inci-
dent to any activity described in any of the 
preceding subparagraphs, including the 
issuance, clearing, processing, or payment of 
checks, drafts, travelers checks, credit or 
debit card instruments, or similar instru-
ments; 
except that this paragraph does not author-
ize the importation into the United States of 
any goods for personal consumption acquired 
in Cuba. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The restrictions on au-
thority contained in subsection (a)(1) do not 
apply in a case in which—

(1) the United States is at war with Cuba; 
(2) armed hostilities between the two coun-

tries are in progress; or 
(3) there is imminent danger to the public 

health or the physical safety of United 
States travelers. 

(c) APPLICABILITY.—This section applies to 
actions taken by the President before the 
date of the enactment of this Act which are 
in effect on such date, and to actions taken 
on or after such date. 

(d) SUPERSEDES OTHER PROVISIONS.—This 
section supersedes any other provision of 
law, including section 102(h) of the Cuban 
Liberty and Democratic Solidarity 
(LIBERTAD) Act of 1996. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the Dodd amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to it being in order to request 
the yeas and nays on the first-degree 
amendment? 

Mr. DODD. On the Dodd amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Is there a sufficient second? 
There is not a sufficient second. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant proceeded 

to call the roll. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as I un-
derstand it, the second-degree amend-
ment is what is pending before the Sen-
ate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second on the second-degree 
amendment? There is not. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative assistant proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. I believe the Senator 
would like to renew his request for the 
yeas and nays. 

Mr. LEAHY. I renew the request on 
the second-degree amendment, Mr. 
President. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut.
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank my 

colleague from Vermont for his second-
degree proposal. We will take a very 
short amount of time. It is not our in-
tention to spend a great deal of time on 
this particular proposal. We have pro-
posed the pending amendments because 
we believe the time has come to lift 
the very archaic, counterproductive, 
and ill-conceived ban on Americans 
traveling to Cuba. Not only does this 
ban hinder rather than help our effort 
to spread democracy, it unnecessarily 
abridges the rights of ordinary Ameri-
cans. 

The United States was founded on 
the principles of liberty and freedom. 
Yet when it comes to Cuba, our Gov-
ernment abridges these rights with no 
greater rationale than political and 
rhetorical gain. 

Cuba lies just 90 miles from Amer-
ica’s shore. Yet those 90 miles of water 
might as well be an entire ocean. We 
have made a land ripe for American in-
fluence forbidden territory. In doing so, 
we have enabled Fidel Castro’s regime 
to hold onto power longer and contrib-
uted to the continued oppression of the 
Cuban people. 

Surely we do not ban travel to Cuba 
out of concern for the safety of Ameri-
cans who might visit that island na-
tion. Today Americans are free to trav-
el to Iran, Sudan, Burma, Yugoslavia, 
North Korea—but not to Cuba. You can 
fly to North Korea; you can fly to Iran; 
you can travel freely. Yet it seems to 
me if you can go to those countries, 
you ought not be denied the right to go 
to Cuba. If the Cubans want to stop 
Americans from visiting that country, 
that ought to be their business. But to 
say to an American citizen that you 
can travel to Iran, where they held hos-
tages for months on end, to North 
Korea, which has declared us to be an 
enemy of theirs completely, but not to 
travel 90 miles off our shore to Cuba I 
think is a mistake. 

To this day, some Iranian politicians 
believe the United States to be ‘‘the 
Great Satan.’’ We hear it all the time. 
Just two decades ago, Iran occupied 
our Embassy and took innocent Amer-
ican diplomats hostage. To this day, 
protesters in Tehran burn the Amer-
ican flag with the encouragement of 
the members of their Government. 
Those few Americans who venture into 
such inhospitable surroundings often 

find themselves pelted by rocks and ac-
costed by the public. 

Similarly, we do not ban travel to 
Sudan, a nation we attacked with 
cruise missiles last summer for its sup-
port of terrorism; to Burma, a nation 
with one of the most oppressive re-
gimes in the world today; to North 
Korea, whose soldiers have peered at 
American servicemen through gun 
sights for decades; or Syria, which has 
one of the most egregious human 
rights records and is one of the fore-
most sponsors of terrorism. 

I can go to Iran, but I cannot go to 
Cuba. There is an inconsistency here 
that I think we ought to undo. We ban 
travel to Cuba, a nation which is nei-
ther at war with the United States nor 
a sponsor of terrorism. I fail to see how 
isolating the Cuban people from demo-
cratic values and ideals will foster the 
transition to democracy in that coun-
try. 

I fail to see how isolating the Cuban 
people from democratic values and 
from the influence of Americans when 
they go to that country to help bring 
about the change we all seek serves our 
own interests. 

Before I go on, let me be perfectly 
clear: I strongly support effective 
measures to bring democratic values 
and rule to all people, including Cuba. 
No one, certainly not Cubans, should 
have to live under a dictator’s fist. Cu-
bans cannot travel freely to the United 
States. That is because Fidel Castro 
does not allow them to do so. Those of 
us who watched our television screens 
last night and saw those Cubans trying 
to escape the dictatorial regime in 
Cuba, picked up by Cuban boats were 
horrified by that kind of activity. 

Because Fidel Castro does not permit 
Cubans to leave Cuba and come to this 
country is not justification for adopt-
ing a similar principle in this country 
that says Americans cannot travel 
freely. We have a Bill of Rights. We 
have fundamental rights that we em-
brace as American citizens. Travel is 
one of them. If other countries want to 
prohibit us from going there, then that 
is their business. But for us to say that 
citizens of Connecticut or Alabama 
cannot go where they like is not the 
kind of restraint we ought to put on 
people. 

If I can travel to North Korea, if I 
can travel to the Sudan, if I can travel 
to Iran, I do not understand the jus-
tification for saying I cannot travel to 
Cuba. I happen to believe that by al-
lowing Americans to travel there, we 
can begin to have the influence in Cuba 
that can begin to change the demo-
graphics politically to make a dif-
ference in bringing about the change 
we all seek in that country. 

Today, every single country in the 
Western Hemisphere is a democracy, 
with one exception: Cuba. American in-
fluence through person-to-person and 
cultural exchanges was a prime factor 
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in this evolution from a hemisphere 
ruled predominantly by authoritarian 
or military regimes to one where de-
mocracy is the rule, with one excep-
tion: Cuba. 

Our policy toward Cuba blocks these 
exchanges and prevents the United 
States from using our most potent 
weapon in our effort to combat totali-
tarian regimes, and that is our own 
people. They are the best ambassadors 
we have. 

Most totalitarian regimes bar Ameri-
cans from coming into their countries 
for the very reasons I just mentioned. 
They are afraid the gospel of freedom 
will motivate their citizens to over-
throw dictators, as they have done in 
dozens of nations over the last half 
century. Isn’t it ironic that when it 
comes to Cuba we do the dictator’s bid-
ding for him in a sense? Cuba does not 
have to worry about spreading democ-
racy. Our own Government stops us 
from doing so. 

The current state of regulations gov-
erning who can and cannot travel to 
Cuba is a complex and subjective mo-
rass. My colleague, Senator LEAHY, has 
first-hand experience in attempting to 
navigate the sea of bureaucracy. 

When he attempted to travel to Cuba 
earlier this year with his wife 
Marcelle, he discovered that while his 
travel was exempt from certain licens-
ing requirements, his wife’s travel was 
not. Ultimately, she was able to ac-
company her husband after applying 
for a license based on her work as a 
registered nurse. 

The fact is, the entire process is a 
farce and everyone knows it. Other 
couples, not a U.S. Senator and his 
wife, would probably not fare as well in 
gaining a license to travel to Cuba. 

Let me review for my colleagues who 
may travel to Cuba under current Gov-
ernment regulations and under what 
circumstances. The following cat-
egories of people may travel to Cuba 
without applying to the Treasury De-
partment for a specific license to trav-
el. They are deemed to be authorized to 
travel under so-called general license: 
Government officials, regularly em-
ployed journalists, professional re-
searchers who are ‘‘full time profes-
sionals who travel to Cuba to conduct 
professional research in their profes-
sional areas,’’ Cuban Americans who 
have relatives in Cuba who are ill but 
only once a year they can go back. 

There are other categories of individ-
uals who theoretically are eligible to 
travel to Cuba as well, but they must 
apply for a license from the Depart-
ment of the Treasury and prove they 
fit a category in which travel to Cuba 
is permissible. 

What are these categories? 
One, freelance journalists, provided 

they can prove they are journalists; 
they must also submit their itinerary 
for the proposed research. 

Two, Cuban Americans who are un-
fortunate enough to have more than 

one humanitarian emergency in a 12-
month period and therefore cannot 
travel under a general license. 

Three, students and faculty from 
U.S. academic institutions that are ac-
credited by an appropriate national or 
regional educational accrediting asso-
ciation who are participating in a 
‘‘structural education program.’’ 

Four, members of U.S. religious orga-
nizations. 

Five, individuals participating in 
public performances, clinics, work-
shops, athletic and other competitions 
and exhibitions. 

Just because you think you may fall 
into one of the above enumerated cat-
egories does not necessarily mean you 
will actually be licensed by the U.S. 
Government to travel to Cuba. 

Who decides whether a researcher’s 
work is legitimate? Who decides 
whether a freelance journalist is really 
conducting journalistic activities? Who 
decides whether or not a professor or 
student is participating in a ‘‘struc-
tured educational program’’? Who de-
cides whether a religious person is real-
ly going to conduct religious activi-
ties? 

I will tell you who does. Some Gov-
ernment bureaucrats are making those 
decisions about those personal rights of 
American citizens. 

It is truly unsettling, to put it mild-
ly, when you think about it, and prob-
ably unconstitutional at its core. It is 
a real intrusion on the fundamental 
rights of American citizens. 

It also says something about what we 
as a Government think about our own 
people. Do we really believe that a 
journalist, a Government official, a 
Senator, a Congressman, a baseball 
player, a ballerina, a college professor 
or minister are somehow superior to 
other citizens who do not fall into 
those categories; that only these cat-
egories of people are ‘‘good examples’’ 
for the Cuban people to observe in 
order to understand American values? 

I do not think so. I find such a notion 
insulting. There is no better way to 
communicate America’s values and 
ideals than by unleashing average 
American men and women to dem-
onstrate by daily living what our great 
country stands for and the contrasts 
between what we stand for and what 
exists in Cuba today. 

I do not believe there was ever a sen-
sible rationale for restricting Ameri-
cans’ right to travel to Cuba. With the 
collapse of the Soviet Union and an end 
to the cold war, I do not think an ex-
cuse remains today to ban this kind of 
travel. 

This argument that dollars and tour-
ism will be used to prop up the regime 
is specious. The regime seems to have 
survived 38 years despite the Draconian 
U.S. embargo during that entire period. 
The notion that allowing Americans to 
spend a few dollars in Cuba is somehow 
going to give major aid and comfort to 

the Cuban regime is without basis, in 
my view. 

This spring, we got a taste of what 
people-to-people exchanges between 
the United States and Cuba might 
mean when the Baltimore Orioles and 
the Cuban National Team played a 
home-and-home series. The game 
brought players from two nations with 
the greatest love of baseball together 
for the first time in generations. It is 
time to bring the fans together. It is 
time to let Americans and Cubans meet 
in the baseball stands and on the 
streets of Havana. 

Political rhetoric is not sufficient 
reason to abridge the freedoms of 
American citizens. Nor is it sufficient 
reason to stand by a law which coun-
teracts one of the basic premises of 
American foreign policy; namely, the 
spread of democracy. The time has 
come to allow Americans—average 
Americans—to travel freely to Cuba. I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Again, I make this point to my col-
leagues: There are no restrictions on 
you if you want to travel to the Com-
munist Government of North Korea, to 
the Communist Government of the 
People’s Republic of China, to the Com-
munist Government of Vietnam, to the 
terrorist-supported Government of 
Iran, or to travel to the Sudan. This is 
a completely uneven standard we are 
applying in order to satisfy some polit-
ical rhetoric. 

If you really want to create some 
change in Cuba, then unleash the flood 
of U.S. citizens going down there and 
talking to average Cubans on the 
streets of Havana and Santiago and the 
small communities. Give the 11 million 
people in Cuba a chance to interface 
and interact with American citizens. If 
Fidel Castro wants to say, ‘‘No, you 
can’t come here,’’ let him say that, but 
let not us do his bidding by saying to 
average citizens: You cannot go there. 
That is a denial, in my view, of a fun-
damental right and freedom, unless 
there is an overriding national interest 
which would preclude and prohibit 
American citizens from traveling to a 
given country. That case has not been 
made. It cannot be made when it comes 
to Cuba. 

Senator LEAHY and I urge the adop-
tion of this amendment to begin to cre-
ate the change we all want to see on 
this island nation 90 miles off our 
shore. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ABRAHAM). The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the dis-

tinguished senior Senator from Con-
necticut has stated the arguments so 
very well. Like he, I have traveled to 
Cuba. I visited Cuba 3 months ago with 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Rhode Island, Mr. REED. 

We were able to go there because we 
are U.S. Government officials. If we 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:23 Oct 04, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00057 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S30JN9.002 S30JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE14862 June 30, 1999
had been private citizens, as the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut has 
said, we would have had some prob-
lems. 

My friend from Connecticut men-
tioned the problems that my wife 
Marcelle faced when she went to Cuba. 
He and I have discussed that because of 
the absurdity of it. 

My wife Marcelle has accompanied 
me on many foreign trips. We have 
gone abroad representing our country, 
at the request of the Senate, at the re-
quest of the President; and sometimes 
we have traveled on our own just to 
visit friends abroad. 

So we did not think there was much 
of a difference that time. Our passports 
were in order. We were going to a Car-
ibbean country, having traveled in that 
area often, so we didn’t need any spe-
cial shots or anything. 

We were about to go. But a few days 
before we were to leave —this is what 
the Senator from Connecticut ref-
erenced—we received a call from the 
State Department saying they were 
not sure they could approve my wife’s 
travel to Cuba. 

I cannot speak for other Senators, 
but I suspect that most Senators would 
react the same way I did if they were 
told that a State Department bureau-
crat had the authority to prevent their 
spouse or their children from traveling 
with them to a country with which we 
are not at war and which, according to 
the Defense Department, and prac-
tically every other American, poses no 
threat to our national security. 

At first I thought it was a joke. They 
said no. My wife is not a Government 
official. She is not a journalist. They 
did not think she could go. She is, and 
has been, a practicing, registered nurse 
throughout her professional life. In the 
end, she was able to join me because an 
American nurses association asked her 
to report on an aspect of current 
health in Cuba, and she agreed to re-
port back to them. 

Actually she has visited, with me, 
other parts of the world where we have 
used the Leahy War Victims Fund or 
where we have gone to visit landmine 
victims or looked at health care. I have 
always relied on her knowledge and ex-
pertise and did on this trip. 

But I thought, how many Senators 
realize that if they wanted to take 
their spouse or their children with 
them to Cuba, they could be prevented 
from doing so by U.S. authorities. They 
can take them anywhere else in the 
world, any other country that would 
allow them in, but here it is not that 
the other country would not allow 
them in. Our country is saying: We’re 
not going to allow you to leave if that 
is where you’re going. 

The authors who put that law to-
gether knew the blanket prohibition on 
travel by American citizens would be 
unconstitutional, so they came up with 
a nifty way to avoid that problem 

while still having the same result. 
They said: Well, Americans could trav-
el to Cuba; they just cannot spend any 
money there. 

Think of it. You can go to Cuba but 
you can’t stay anywhere if it is going 
to cost you money to stay; you can’t 
eat anything if it is going to cost you 
money for the food; you can’t take a 
cab, or anything, from the airport if it 
is going to cost you money. 

Well, come on. Almost a decade has 
passed since the collapse of the former 
Soviet Union. But even before that 
Americans went there. Now they freely 
travel to Russia by the thousands 
every year, as they did before the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union. 

Eight years have passed since the 
Russians cut their $3 billion subsidy a 
year to Cuba, and we now give hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in aid to 
Russia, even though that was our great 
enemy during the cold war. 

Americans, as the Senator from Con-
necticut has said, can travel to North 
Korea. There are no restrictions on the 
right of Americans to travel there or to 
spend money there. 

I ask a question of my colleagues: 
Which country poses a greater threat 
to the United States or world stability? 
North Korea or Cuba? I think the an-
swer, especially if you watch the news 
at all, is North Korea, for it is in South 
Korea where we have tens of thousands 
of U.S. troops poised to defend it. 

Americans can travel to Iran, a coun-
try that is in total, gross violation of 
all international law. They took over 
our embassy, held our diplomats hos-
tage, broke every single possible inter-
national law there was—they still hold 
our property that they confiscated 
from us—but we can travel freely 
there; we can spend money there. 

The same goes for Sudan. These are 
countries that are on our own terrorist 
list, but we can travel there. 

Americans travel to China and Viet-
nam, countries that have had abysmal 
human rights records. We not only 
travel there, we actively promote 
American investment there. 

So our Cuban policy is hypocritical, 
inconsistent, self-defeating, and con-
trary to our values—to give it the ben-
efit of the doubt. We are a nation that 
prides itself on our tradition of encour-
aging the free flow of people and ideas. 
It is simply impossible to make a ra-
tional argument that Americans 
should be able to travel freely to North 
Korea or Iran but not to Cuba. You 
cannot make that argument. 

I cannot believe that Members of 
Congress want the State Department 
or the Treasury Department deciding 
where their family members or con-
stituents can travel, unless we are at 
war or there is a national emergency to 
justify it. But that is what is hap-
pening. 

So because it is happening, it should 
not be surprising to anybody in this 

Chamber that the law is being violated 
by tens of thousands of Americans who 
are traveling to Cuba every year, and 
almost none of them are prosecuted. I 
kept running into people on the streets 
of Havana from the United States. I 
said: Do you have licenses or anything? 
No. We just came down. 

I know people from my own State 
who drive an hour’s drive away to Mon-
treal and then fly to Cuba; people who 
go to the Hemingway Marina in their 
boats and then spend time in Cuba. 

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield 
on that point? 

Mr. LEAHY. Certainly. 
Mr. DODD. I think it is an important 

point you are making. But I think in 
almost every single case, what these 
citizens are doing is flying through 
Canada or Cancun and in a sense vio-
lating the law; they are acting ille-
gally. 

Mr. LEAHY. That is right. 
Mr. DODD. So in a sense we are pro-

moting, by this particular provision in 
our existing law, illegal travel. 

Mr. LEAHY. And also promoting a 
complete disrespect for our laws be-
cause everybody knows they are not 
going to be prosecuted. It is a ridicu-
lous thing. Why have this significant 
law on the books and then not pros-
ecute it? Yet if it was being prosecuted, 
maybe we would hear more of a hue 
and cry to change it. 

It is demeaning to the American peo-
ple. It is damaging to the rule of law. 
We have been stuck with this absurd 
policy for years, even though almost 
everybody knows—and most say pri-
vately—that it makes absolutely no 
sense. It is beneath the dignity of a 
great country. 

But I also say it not only helps 
strengthen Fidel Castro’s grip on 
America, it has a huge advantage for 
our European competitors who are 
building relationships and establishing 
a base for future investment in a post-
Castro Cuba. 

When the Castro era ends is any-
body’s guess. I was a student in law 
school here in Washington shortly 
after the Bay of Pigs. I remember peo-
ple talking: It will be any minute 
now—any minute now—Castro is out. 

Well, I graduated in 1964, 35 years 
ago, and he is still there. President 
Castro is not a democratic leader; he is 
not going to become one. But maybe it 
is time we start pursuing a policy that 
is in our interest, not in a lobbyist’s in-
terest or somebody else’s interest. I 
should be clear about this amendment. 
It does not—I repeat and underscore 
that—lift the U.S. embargo. It is nar-
rowly worded so it does not do that. It 
permits travelers to go there but to 
carry only their personal belongings. 
We are not opening up a floodgate for 
imports to Cuba. 

It limits the value of what Americans 
can bring home from Cuba to the cur-
rent amount that we Government offi-
cials could bring back. That is $100. 
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You are not going to start a huge trade 
in Cuban goods of whatever sort for 
$100, especially some of the more pop-
ular Cuban goods. 

It reaffirms the President’s authority 
to prohibit travel in times of war, 
armed hostilities, or if there is immi-
nent danger to the health or safety of 
Americans. 

Those who oppose this amendment, 
who want to prevent Americans from 
traveling to Cuba, will argue that 
spending dollars there helps prop up 
the Castro government. To some extent 
that is true, because the Cuban Gov-
ernment does run the economy. It also 
runs the schools, the hospitals, main-
tains roads. As is the U.S. Government, 
it is responsible for a full range of so-
cial services. Any money that goes into 
the Cuban economy supports the pro-
grams that support ordinary Cubans. 

There is a black market in Cuba be-
cause no one can survive on their mea-
ger Government salary. So the income 
from tourism also fuels that informal 
sector and goes in the pockets of ordi-
nary Cubans. 

It is also worth mentioning that 
while the average Cuban cannot sur-
vive on his or her Government salary, 
you do not see the kind of abject pov-
erty in Cuba that is so common else-
where in Latin America. In Brazil, 
Panama, Mexico, or Peru, all countries 
we support openly, there are children 
searching through garbage in the 
street for scraps of food next to gleam-
ing highrise hotels with limousines 
lined up outside. 

In Cuba, with the exception of a tiny 
elite consisting of the President and 
his friends, everyone is poor. They do 
have access to some basics: A literacy 
rate of 95 percent; their life expectancy 
is about the same as that of Ameri-
cans, even though the health system is 
focused on preventive care. 

The point is that while there are ob-
viously parts of the Cuban economy we 
would prefer not to support, as there is 
in North Korea, where we are sending 
aid, or China or Sudan or any country 
the government of which we disagree, 
much of the Cuban Government’s budg-
et benefits ordinary Cubans. So when 
opponents of this amendment argue 
that we cannot let Americans travel to 
Cuba because the money they spend 
there will prop up Castro, remember 
what they are not saying: The same 
dollars also help the Cuban people. 

We are not going to weaken Presi-
dent Castro’s grip on power by keeping 
Americans from traveling to Cuba. His-
tory has proven that. He is as firmly in 
control now as he was 40 years ago. So 
let us put a little sense into our rela-
tionship with Cuba. Let’s have a little 
more faith in the power of ideas. 

I would rather have U.S. citizens 
down there speaking about democracy 
than to have the only voice being the 
Government’s voice speaking about our 
embargo. Let’s have the courage to 

admit the cold war is over, but let’s 
also get the State Department out of 
the business of telling our spouses and 
our children and our constituents 
where they can travel and spend their 
own money, especially in a tiny coun-
try where most people are too poor to 
own an extra pair of shoes or clothes, a 
country that poses no security threat 
to us. 

This amendment will do far more to 
win the hearts and minds of the Cuban 
people than the shortsighted approach 
of those who continue to pretend that 
nothing has changed since 1959. 

I am not one who supports the non-
democratic actions of the Castro gov-
ernment. I have spoken very critically 
both here and in Cuba, of the trials and 
arrests of those who dared to speak out 
for a different government. But I was 
struck over and over again by Cubans 
of all walks of life basically saying, 
what are we afraid of? Do we deny our 
people, U.S. citizens, the ability to 
travel in other countries around the 
world? When I say no, we don’t stop 
them from going to Iran, North Korea, 
China, Russia, Sudan, elsewhere, coun-
tries that are even on our terrorist list, 
but we do here, they shake their heads 
in disbelief—this in a country where, 
during the baseball game down there, 
when the United States flag was car-
ried out on to the baseball field, the 
Cubans stood and cheered. We ought to 
think about that. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I un-

derstand the remarks the Senators 
have made. It has been suggested ear-
lier that we have had an absurd policy 
for years and that Cuba is not a real 
threat to us, certainly not as much of 
a threat as North Korea. I suggest if 
that is so—and it certainly has not 
been so for very long; I suggest Cuba 
could in the future be a threat to the 
United States—it is because we stood 
up to them. We contained them. We ba-
sically defeated them and stopped 
them when they had a systematic de-
termination to subvert the Western 
Hemisphere and even sent troops into 
Africa on behalf of Russia, when there 
was a Soviet Union to subvert Africa 
for totalitarian communism. 

That is what it was about. We have 
done some things that I think were 
necessary and have preserved democ-
racy for this hemisphere. It is some-
thing we ought to be proud of. 

As for Castro, it is time for him to 
retire. It is time for him to give it up. 
It is time for him to put his people 
above his own personal aggrandizement 
and lust for power. If he cares about his 
people, he ought to give it up. He can 
go to North Korea, if he wants to go to 
a Communist nation. 

I don’t have any sympathy for the 
man. I do not know why people want to 
go to Cuba. All the time: I want to go 

to Cuba, go to Cuba. Well, I would sug-
gest maybe Honduras. Those people 
have suffered terrifically. There are 
people in Haiti we could help. I do not 
know why everybody wants to help a 
nation that is oppressing its people so 
much. 

Be that as it may, there are provi-
sions now for people to gain exemp-
tions, if they have a just cause to do 
so, to go to Cuba. Those who have a le-
gitimate reason can find a way to go 
there, as the Senator noted. I think we 
have an appropriate policy. I will op-
pose changing it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, a 

case has been made that Americans 
cannot travel to Cuba. Indeed, the facts 
reveal that Americans travel to Cuba 
by the thousands. The policy that this 
Congress has endorsed, President 
Reagan, President Bush, and President 
Clinton have supported. 

There has been a calculated policy of 
American contacts in travel to Cuba. 
Today American students, journalists, 
people with archeological interests, 
cultural interests, travel to Cuba by 
the thousands. Cuban Americans travel 
to visit family members who have 
problems, medical emergencies, by the 
thousands. The restriction of the U.S. 
Government is not about travel. 

We are using travel as a weapon to 
help convince the Cuban people to put 
pressure on the Cuban Government, 
support for democracy, free markets, 
that their contact with Americans is 
helpful in changing the politics of the 
repression of Cuba. Restrictions in 
travel is not about denying Americans 
the right to go to Cuba. It is about de-
nying Fidel Castro the economic bene-
fits of American tourism. Travel that 
enhances knowledge, causes political 
difficulties, we not only allow but we 
have encouraged. 

Travel that simply provides Fidel 
Castro with millions of dollars to sup-
port his regime, his military, his secu-
rity forces, we are denying, and appro-
priately so. Nor is it a static policy. 

On January 9 of this year, President 
Clinton revised the policy again, for 
the second time in 2 years, to add new 
remittances by American citizens to 
Cuba, so that people can send money 
and support their families at appro-
priate levels that are humanitarian, to 
help with medical or food emergencies 
but not so much that it would allow 
Fidel Castro to profit by it. President 
Clinton has allowed charter passenger 
flights to cities other than Havana for 
the first time, and the measure permits 
direct mail service to Cuba. The meas-
ure also authorizes the sale of food and 
agricultural inputs to independent non-
government entities. 

New regulations for all of this were 
issued on May 10—flights, new author-
ity for travel, food and medicine—as 
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part of a calculated policy to always 
test Castro: When you are ready to 
talk about democracy, to respect 
human rights, American policy will 
begin to change. Several days after 
President Clinton announced these new 
initiatives, the Cuban Government re-
sponded and Castro announced that it 
constituted a policy of ‘‘aggression.’’ 
Once again, as President Carter found, 
as did Presidents Reagan, Bush, and 
Clinton, every time you make an act of 
concession—in this case, a legitimate 
concession—to test Fidel Castro to see 
whether he is interested in a bilateral 
relationship, we are denounced for re-
dressing the Cuban nation by dis-
allowing travel. 

My colleagues offer an amendment 
now to remove these restrictions and 
open travel and allow Fidel Castro to 
get the full economic benefit of mil-
lions, potentially hundreds of millions 
of dollars worth of travel. 

What kind of regime is it that they 
will be visiting? If Castro is to receive 
the benefit of our tourist dollars, what 
is it he would be doing with this 
money? It is worth taking a look at 
Cuba, not of 1961 when the cold war 
brought us to sanctions, but the Cuba 
of 1999. It is suggested by my friend and 
colleague from Vermont that the cold 
war is over, implying that perhaps we 
have no argument with this regime. 

Our argument with Cuba is about 
more than the cold war. It is about all 
the things that have always motivated 
the United States: human rights, 
human decency, the nature of the re-
gime itself. Our argument with Fidel 
Castro is not over. The causes of that 
argument still endure. 

While the United States has been 
seeking to ease sanctions, look at the 
record in the last 24 months in re-
sponse to our review and change of pol-
icy. In February, Fidel Castro 
criminalized all forms of cooperation 
or participation in any prodemocracy 
efforts—not a fine, not an arrest, but 20 
years in jail if you participate in a pro-
democracy effort. This is the Cuba you 
will be visiting. He imposes a 30-year 
jail term on anybody who cooperates 
with an agency of the U.S. Govern-
ment. That includes Radio Marti, dis-
tribution of food or medicine by a gov-
ernment agency, or anyone acting on 
behalf of anyone associating with this 
Government. 

On March 1, the law was tested. Four 
prominent human rights dissidents 
were tried in secrecy for their criticism 
of the Communist Party of Cuba. Inter-
national diplomats who traveled to 
Cuba to witness the trial were barred 
from attending any of the proceedings. 
After being held without charges for 1 
year—no foreign press, no foreign visi-
tors, no diplomats, held in secrecy for 
1 year—they were found guilty and sen-
tenced for up to 5 years in jail. This is 
the Cuba of 1999. 

Amnesty International, in its recent 
report, concludes that there are now 

350 political prisoners in Cuba. Ten un-
armed civilians, in the meantime, have 
been shot by Cuban security officials 
on the streets of Havana. 

I do not ask the Senate to do any-
thing it has not done before. Just on 
March 25, the Senate voted 98–0, stat-
ing that the United States should 
make all efforts to criticize Cuba and 
condemn its human rights record. 
What is the price of this conduct? They 
hold hundreds of political prisoners, 
people are shot in the streets, people 
are held in secret trials, and our re-
sponse is: Let’s go for a visit. Let’s go 
see how they are doing and have a good 
meal in Havana. No. My colleague is 
right. There is no cold war, but there is 
a great deal at issue that this country 
cares a great deal about. 

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Yes. 
Mr. LEAHY. People have been shot in 

the streets in China, and held in pris-
ons in China, and tortured and exe-
cuted in China; are we allowed to go 
and visit there without having to get a 
license from our country to do so? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Let me, in my 
time, answer the Senator’s question 
with a question. Do you believe that 
travel restrictions on China would 
change Chinese policy? 

Mr. LEAHY. I don’t think it would 
change the policy any more than it 
would change the policy with Cuba. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. That is where we 
agree. 

Mr. LEAHY. I have a further ques-
tion. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I will answer the 
question first and continue my re-
marks. I don’t think travel restrictions 
on China would change Chinese policy. 
I oppose those restrictions. I do believe 
travel restrictions on Cuba will change 
Cuban policy. That is why I support 
them. I do believe that continued inter-
national resolve—for the first time, the 
Senator’s amendment would weaken 
America’s policy. We have gotten Euro-
peans and Latins so outraged by the 
jailing of these dissidents and these se-
cret trials that European and Latin na-
tions that have voted against us for 20 
years have joined with us this year in 
Europe in voting to condemn the 
Cuban Government. Just as they are 
joining the fight for human rights, the 
United States would abandon it. 

There is one other thing that is im-
portant. I will finish making my case 
and I will be glad to yield. There is one 
other change. This isn’t just about 
what Cuba does internally anymore. 
This is also about what they are doing 
to our country. The government that 
you would have us now visit, in lifting 
these restrictions, is a Cuba that has 
crossed a very important threshold. 

Just this last year, indicted by the 
government of Cuba on May 7, were 14 
Cubans captured in Miami. Let me sug-
gest to you the nature of that indict-

ment to see whether it makes an im-
pression on the Senator and see wheth-
er or not he thinks this is an appro-
priate time to ease restrictions on 
travel to Cuba. The indictment of 
Cuban agents in Miami last fall was for 
attempting to penetrate the U.S. 
Southern Command and planning ‘‘ter-
rorist acts against U.S. military instal-
lations.’’ The indictment was further 
revised to include 2 of the 14 with con-
spiracy to murder 4 American citizens 
by shooting down their aircraft over 
the Straits of Florida. 

Let me suggest that I, as all of my 
colleagues, am prepared to respond to 
initiatives from Havana. The day there 
are elections, the day there are open 
trials, the day there is a free press, the 
day they respond to a request for ex-
tradition of people who murder Amer-
ican citizens, I will join you with my 
colleagues on that day on this floor 
matching the Cuban Government 2-to-
1, 3-to-1, 1 of their initiatives to 3 of 
ours, 10 of ours, or 20 of ours. We will 
meet them 95 percent of the way down 
the field. 

But, my friends, to ask this Senate 
to respond to the record of the last 
year of jailing dissidents, secret trials, 
shooting people on the streets, the in-
dictment of 14 Cuban agents pene-
trating the United States military in-
stallations to commit terrorist acts 
against the United States, and the in-
dictment of Cubans for murdering 
American citizens—this, my col-
leagues, would not appear to me to be 
the best time to suggest that it is time 
to forgive and forget, and have thou-
sands—maybe tens of thousands—of 
Americans visit Cuba to rescue the 
Cuban economy from its current posi-
tion of collapse, and provide Fidel Cas-
tro with the revenue to strengthen his 
regime. 

These sanctions are having an effect. 
Fidel Castro has had to reduce his mili-
tary by one-half. He cannot afford to 
keep them in uniform. The secret po-
lice have been reduced by nearly a 
third in their size. We are causing the 
collapse of the Communist Party of 
Cuba—not in a timely way, not as I 
would like it to be, but it is having an 
impact. 

Why, given this record of indictments 
and terrorism and murder against 
American citizens, would we choose 
this moment? 

Those in the world who have been the 
most critical of our policy—the Holy 
Father in the Vatican, who led an ini-
tiative himself to ease restrictions on 
Cuba, has now joined the chorus of 
those. Fidel Castro broke his promise 
about priests. The Holy Father ap-
pealed to him not to proceed with these 
jail terms, and he did it anyway. The 
Vatican is now joining the criticism. 

The states of Latin America for the 
first time are voting against his human 
rights record. And we in the United 
States who led this effort for all of 
these years are about to change sides. 
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This Senate has been resolute on this 

issue in the past. 
I will join with my friend from Ken-

tucky, Senator MCCONNELL, I hope in a 
motion to table this amendment. 

I think the debate has been worth-
while. 

My friend from Connecticut and my 
friend from Vermont have made it very 
clear to the Cuban Government that we 
are ready, willing, and able to change 
our policy if they change theirs. But I 
believe the motion to table is the right 
way to proceed in the Senate at the 
moment. 

I would be glad to yield to the Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, let’s be 
clear where we are. My friend from 
New Jersey speaks of the trial of the 
dissidents. Many who have spoken on 
the floor were critical of that. 

I sat 10 feet across the table from 
Fidel Castro and strongly and harshly 
criticized the trial of the dissidents. I 
went to visit each of their families and 
strongly and harshly criticized that 
trial and spoke also on the floor. With 
my reputation on free speech issues, I 
would be the last person to yield to 
anybody on the question of criticism of 
those who try cases against dissidents 
and those who spoke out against the 
Government. 

I was very pleased to see our Euro-
pean allies speak out about it. But I 
note for the RECORD that while they 
spoke out on that, not one of those Eu-
ropean allies that the Senator from 
New Jersey says now come over to our 
side—not one of those countries—has 
put limits on the travel of their people 
to Cuba as we have—not one. 

The United States, the most power-
ful, wealthiest nation on Earth, limits 
its population in traveling only to this 
country. 

The distinguished Senator from New 
Jersey said quite correctly that we 
limited travel of our people to China. It 
might not make much difference in 
what they did. I suspect it made some, 
but probably not much. I say that it 
probably wouldn’t make any more dif-
ference in that Government than it 
does in the Government of Cuba. But 
we see a huge market there, so we are 
not going to do that anyway. 

I suggest that during the cold war 
the fact was that we encouraged travel 
to places like the Soviet Union and 
China, and we got a diversity of views. 
Our thoughts and our views were heard 
more and more, not as much as we 
would like but more and more. 

The Holy Father spoke out, as did 
most of us in this body, about the trial 
of the dissidents. But I point out that 
the Holy Father has never withdrawn 
his very strong criticism of the United 
States. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. May I reclaim my 
time for the moment? I yielded to the 
Senator——

Mr. LEAHY. I thought the Senator 
had yielded the floor. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Please conclude. 
Mr. LEAHY. That is my mistake. I 

assumed the Senator had yielded the 
floor. 

One last thing: We indicted, and we 
are using our criminal justice system 
to try, Cuban spies, just as we have 
Russian spies, Chinese spies, Japanese 
spies, Israeli spies, and spies from even 
our NATO allies. We have done that. 
We have not broken our relationships 
with any one of those countries when 
we have done that, and some of the 
things some of those countries have 
done to us have been very serious 
crimes, indeed. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I recognize that. I 
thank the Senator from Vermont. 

Let me further present the case, in 
case the Senator misunderstood me, 
that this is not a case that Cuba spied 
against the United States. That we ex-
pect. This is a case where the President 
of the United States, in my judgment, 
rightfully sought to ease restrictions 
on travel to Cuba and did so in allow-
ing charter flights, the expansion of 
flights throughout Cuba, the easing of 
restrictions on travel to Cuba, and the 
response that he received is that we 
now have 14 Cubans under indictment, 
not for responding but for attempting 
to infiltrate an American military in-
stallation and committing a terrorist 
act. 

What I want the Senator from 
Vermont to do is put himself in the po-
sition of Fidel Castro. The United 
States makes concessions to allow 
greater travel, which we have now done 
twice in 24 months. The Cuban Govern-
ment attacks those concessions with 
acts of aggression and attempts to 
commit terrorist acts against the 
United States. The human rights situa-
tion further deteriorates. People are 
jailed. Contact with the U.S. Govern-
ment is criminalized. And now this 
Senate returns not in outrage but says, 
Mr. President, we don’t think you went 
far enough; let’s go further and further 
and liberalize trade. 

That is my concern, recognizing how 
this will be seen in Havana. 

I agree with the Senator’s analysis. 
The United States allows travel to 
many places. But the Senator has to 
concede to me that travel has often 
been an effective tool in altering inter-
national conduct. 

This country participated in prohib-
iting flights to Libya after it shot 
down the Pan Am flight over 
Lockerbie, Scotland. We prohibited 
flights. After a period of 10 years, the 
Libyan Government relented and al-
lowed extradition to an international 
court those who are responsible for the 
act. I don’t ask anything with regard 
to the victims of Lockerbie that we are 
not asking now of those in the Cuban 
Government. 

What is the difference? How do you 
look at the families of the young men 

shot down over the Straits of Florida 
and murdered by the Cuban Govern-
ment, and tell them, well, we will over-
look this, though we will resolve it 
with Libya? 

When Americans have been in jeop-
ardy, whether it was in Iran, or in 
Libya, or years ago in Vietnam, when 
they were arresting people and putting 
them in concentration camps, we pro-
hibited travel. I suggest to the Senator 
that that prohibition is still an effec-
tive mechanism of policy. 

In any case, I yield the floor to allow 
my friend from Connecticut to speak. 

I urge my colleagues to join with 
Senator MCCONNELL on a motion to 
table. This is the wrong judgment with 
the wrong signal at the wrong mo-
ment—not undermining the historic 
American policy, but it is undermining 
the policy of the Clinton administra-
tion which has been well calibrated and 
very well defined. 

This is not a partisan matter. It is bi-
partisan against the leadership of the 
Foreign Relations Committee in the 
Senate led by Senator HELMS and by 
President Clinton. It counters both 
policies. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, very brief-

ly, if I may, I will not take much time, 
because my colleague from Florida 
wants to be heard, as well as others. 

Let me say to my friend and col-
league from New Jersey, I admire his 
rhetorical skills immensely. He made a 
valiant effort to shift the argument 
and debate implying we are doing a 
favor, this is somehow a great act of 
generosity and kindness, that those 
who are proposing lifting a restraint on 
travel to Cuba are trying to help out 
Fidel Castro. 

It is a good, clever argument. I hope 
it is not a persuasive argument. 

We are talking here not about what 
we are trying to do to help Fidel Castro 
but a right that American citizens 
ought to have to travel freely. 

My colleague from New Jersey and 
others have pointed out the dastardly 
deeds that go on in Cuba. I don’t dis-
agree at all. I am outraged by it and 
condemn it. 

I point out, if that is the basis upon 
which we restrict Americans to travel 
freely, we would have bans on travel all 
over the world. It goes on every day. 
We don’t say to a single American cit-
izen: You can’t travel to the People’s 
Republic of China. Every day, that gov-
ernment abuses its own people far more 
egregiously than occurs in Cuba. We 
see it in Vietnam, Sudan, Yugoslavia, 
Iran, North Korea. Is there any more 
oppressive government on the face of 
this Earth than the Republic of North 
Korea? Yet any citizen in this country 
tomorrow or tonight can get on a plane 
and fly there without having to get 
permission from the State Department 
or the Treasury. 
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My point is, we are applying a stand-

ard that is not being applied equally or 
fairly. I subscribe to the notion that by 
opening up access you begin to create 
change. I argue that in Poland, Hun-
gary, and Czechoslovakia it was the ac-
cess and the interchange between citi-
zens of the free world and those coun-
tries which helped create the kind of 
change that caused communism in 
those nations to fall. It wasn’t isola-
tion that did it; it was contact that did 
it. 

I have watched for 40 years a policy 
in Cuba that has not produced the 
change that the Senator from North 
Carolina and I both want. We disagree 
how to get there, but I agree with the 
conclusion he seeks. I believe he agrees 
with the conclusion I seek. 

Why don’t we try a different tactic? 
What is the point of further isolation 
after 40 years if there is no change? If 
I can say to a citizen of my State: You 
can fly to the North Korea, you can fly 
to the People’s Republic of China, you 
can fly to Iran—countries that have 
done far worse than the incidents that 
have occurred in Cuba, far more egre-
gious—we have understood we don’t 
deny citizens of our own country the 
right to travel. 

Let Fidel Castro shut the door and 
say to my constituents: You can’t 
come to my country. I don’t want to sit 
in the Senate and do his bidding. I 
don’t think I ought to be saying to the 
citizens of New Jersey, North Carolina, 
or Florida that you can’t travel there. 
Let them say that. 

To tell Cuban Americans: You can go 
back to your country once a year, and 
if someone is sick, apply for an applica-
tion, a license, and maybe we will let 
you go see your family, maybe we will 
let you go, that is not my view of the 
way we ought to be conducting our for-
eign policy. 

This is about American rights. We 
provide in the Leahy amendment that 
unless we are involved in a state of 
war, hostilities, or public health rea-
sons or good reasons why the Govern-
ment may restrain the travel of its 
citizens—we are not in that condition 
here. 

If you want to create change in Cuba, 
let good, honest, average American 
citizens interface with these people. 
They are the best ambassadors in the 
world. They do more good on an hourly 
basis on behalf of our country than all 
the diplomats combined. Give them a 
chance to make that difference and go 
to the country 90 miles off our shore. 

I yield to my colleague from Massa-
chusetts 1 minute for a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may yield for a question. 

Mr. KERRY. I congratulate my col-
league on his leadership with respect to 
this. In the years that the Senator 
served on the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, in all those years with the vis-
its of Lech Walesa, the visits of Vaclav 

Havel, and we have all shared wonder-
ful moments with leaders of countries 
where the curtain fell—I think I recall 
each of those leaders saying it was the 
ability of people to come in during the 
time things were shut, to share with 
them the sense of what was happening 
elsewhere, the possibilities, bringing 
information, to bring them hope; that, 
indeed, was one of the great sustaining 
values and empowerments that brought 
them ultimately to the point of shar-
ing the freedom that we have. 

I wonder if the Senator wouldn’t 
agree that it is almost totally con-
tradictory with a Stalinist, tight police 
structure. In fact, by not having inter-
course with other people elsewhere—
the discussion, the movement of peo-
ple, the discourse, the exchange of 
ideas that comes with it—you are, in 
fact, empowering the capacity of that 
secrecy and of that closed society to 
keep the hammer down on people, and 
that flies directly contrary to all of the 
experience we have learned from those 
wonderful visits we have had. 

Mr. DODD. I say in response to my 
colleague from Massachusetts, he 
makes an excellent point. I think the 
observation he has drawn is correct. No 
one can grant with any certainty 
whether or not we will create change 
overnight. 

I look down the list of the people who 
can get licenses to go to Cuba. Mem-
bers of Congress can; journalists can; 
people who are involved in some cul-
tural exchanges. Ballerinas can go 
through a licensing process to get 
there. 

I like the idea that an average citizen 
in my State, in Massachusetts, in Flor-
ida, can go into Cuba and walk those 
streets, talk to people in the market-
places, and share with them what we 
stand for as a nation. Every time we 
have allowed that to occur, we have 
created change—maybe not in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China. We did in Po-
land. We did in Czechoslovakia. We did 
in Hungary. We did throughout the So-
viet bloc when we had a constant flow 
of people; that opening up, that en-
gagement, that creates change. 

It seems to me after 38 years of say-
ing no one can go there, this might be 
worth trying. Then Fidel Castro can 
say: I’m not going to allow these peo-
ple in. 

Let him be the one who shuts the 
door to U.S. citizens traveling there. 
Let us not deny our own citizens the 
right to try and make a difference, if 
that is what they want to do, without 
going through some bureaucratic li-
censing process. Even the wife of a dis-
tinguished colleague had to go through 
this process, as a registered nurse, to 
qualify under the regulations. The 
spouse of a Senator. She can go to 
North Korea, China, abusive govern-
ments, but she cannot go 90 miles off 
the shore with her husband, a Senator. 
If that woman were not the wife of a 

Senator, she would have been denied 
that license. We all know that. 

I bet there are nurses all across this 
country who might go to Cuba and 
make a difference through their en-
gagement in conversation, interfacing 
with the people of that country, and to 
begin to create the kind of change we 
seek. 

It is absurd. As my colleague from 
Massachusetts has suggested by his 
question, it is absurd. We are 185 days 
away from the millennium and we sit 
in this Chamber and tell American citi-
zens that because we disagree, strongly 
disagree, with the Government of Cuba, 
we are going to deny them the right to 
travel there and put it in the same bas-
ket as Iraq and Libya. 

That doesn’t make sense. 
I yield. 
Mr. KERRY. I ask my colleague if, in 

fact, by denying that exchange, those 
people the right to travel and connect 
with relatives and others within the 
country, if we don’t provide Fidel Cas-
tro with the selectivity and greater ca-
pacity to restrict what information 
they get, when they get it, how they 
get it, and if, in fact, we aren’t playing 
right into his capacity to keep a stran-
glehold—which is the very thing we are 
trying to undo. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, again, my 
colleague from Massachusetts makes 
an excellent point. When you restrict 
the ability of average citizens to trav-
el, you then restrict the ability of in-
formation exchanges about what is 
going on around the world to actually 
reach the average citizen in the 
streets. It can make a difference. So in 
a sense you empower Mr. Castro and 
those who support him by giving them 
the ability to restrain the amount of 
information people in the streets ought 
to be able to get about what is going on 
in the rest of the world. As a matter of 
fact, we become a coconspirator, if you 
will, in sustaining this man in power, 
in my view. But by opening up this 
process, given the examples we can 
cite—there are concrete examples all 
over the world where, when we allowed 
that travel and that contact to occur, 
we have made a difference; we created 
change. The only place there has been 
no change that I know of is in Cuba, 
and it is the only place where we have 
not changed our policy. 

There seems to be some logic in that 
argument. If you want to follow other 
examples, and those who argue against 
this resolution who simultaneously 
argue they want Castro to go, it seems 
to me our best formulation is to give 
this a chance to see if we cannot create 
the kind of change the Senator from 
Massachusetts and I strongly support. I 
thank him for his questions. I yield the 
floor. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky. 
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Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

know this is spirited debate but we 
need to wrap up a couple of items. Let 
me notify the Senate, before returning 
to the debate on this amendment, we 
are just about to completion. So let me 
ask unanimous consent the Dodd-
Leahy amendments be temporarily laid 
aside. We will come back to them in 
just a moment. 

Mr. KERRY. Reserving the right to 
object, could I ask a question? I in-
quire, I ask the Senator, where we are 
with respect to the Brownback amend-
ment? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The Brownback 
amendment is yet to be disposed of. 
There are a couple of amendments 
upon which we are going to have to 
have rollcall votes. I would like to pro-
ceed, if I may. 

Mr. KERRY. If I can ask, will there 
be time to speak to that amendment? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. We are trying to 
wrap the bill up. I would very much 
like the Senator from Massachusetts to 
say a few words on that amendment, 
knowing full well where he stands. But 
if he will just suspend for a minute and 
let us wrap up a few housekeeping 
items here? 

Mr. KERRY. Fine. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1165 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I understand there 
is a Bingaman amendment still at the 
desk that has now been cleared on both 
sides. I ask unanimous consent we re-
turn to the Bingaman amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. The amendment is agreed 
to. 

The amendment (No. 1165) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
have an amendment by the Senate ma-
jority leader that has been cleared on 
both sides. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1183 
(Purpose: To require annual reports on arms 

sales to Taiwan) 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

send the amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON-

NELL], for Mr. LOTT, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1183.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following new section: 

SEC. . CONSULTATIONS ON ARMS SALES TO TAI-
WAN. 

Consistent with the intent of Congress ex-
pressed in the enactment of section (3)(b) of 
the Taiwan Relations Act the Secretary of 
State shall consult with the appropriate 
committees and leadership of Congress to de-
vise a mechanism to provide for congres-
sional input prior to making any determina-
tion on the nature of quantity of defense ar-
ticles and services to be made available to 
Taiwan.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to offer this amendment that 
would require that the Congress be no-
tified in a timely fashion of any report 
or list submitted by the Taiwanese 
Government for the potential purchase 
or other acquisition of any defense ar-
ticle or defense service. 

This amendment would remedy a 
long-festering situation whereby the 
Congress has ceded virtually all deci-
sionmaking authority to the executive 
branch with respect to arms sales to 
Taiwan. This situation is contrary to 
the letter and spirit of the Taiwan Re-
lations Act of 1979, which established 
that arms sales decisions regarding 
Taiwan must be made jointly between 
the legislative and executive branches 
of government. 

Specifically, the relevant sections of 
Public Law 96–8, the ‘‘Taiwan Rela-
tions Act’’ of April 10, 1979, are as fol-
lows: Section 3(a) states, ‘‘. . . the 
United States will make available to 
Taiwan such defense articles and de-
fense services in such quantity as may 
be necessary to enable Taiwan to main-
tain a sufficient self-defense capa-
bility.’’ And Section 3(b) states, ‘‘The 
President and the Congress shall deter-
mine the nature and quantity of such 
defense articles and services based 
solely upon their judgment of the needs 
of Taiwan, in accordance with proce-
dures established by law. Such deter-
mination of Taiwan’s defense needs 
shall include review by United States 
military authorities in connection with 
recommendations to the President and 
the Congress.’’

When Congress passed the Taiwan 
Relations Act in 1979, it was in re-
sponse to the Carter administration’s 
abrupt efforts to curtail long-standing 
defense ties between Washington and 
Taipei. At the time of the adoption of 
the Taiwan Relations Act, Congress 
wanted to make clear that the endur-
ing ties between the American people 
and the people of Taiwan included a 
clear and sustained commitment to en-
suring that the people of Taiwan had 
the means to defend themselves. Tai-
wan’s ability to maintain a credible de-
terrent, qualitatively superior to that 
of the mainland’s forces across the nar-
row Taiwan Strait, has been crucial in 
keeping peace in East Asia. 

The central tenet of the Taiwan Re-
lations Act was stated very clearly in 
section 3, namely, that the President 
and Congress together would determine 
what Taiwan required for its legiti-

mate self defense without regard to 
pressures imposed by any third party 
nation. This provision was written in 
the law to ensure that executive 
branch officials would not become ex-
cessively concerned with the protesta-
tions of the PRC whenever the United 
States proposed to provide Taiwan de-
fense articles and services needed for 
Taiwan’s self-defense. Unique among 
laws governing United States defense 
ties with other nations, the Taiwan Re-
lations Act explicitly requires in law 
that Congress and President together 
decide what Taiwan’s military defenses 
require.

The first year after the TRA’s enact-
ment, this provision was sorely tested 
when the executive branch failed to in-
form Congress fully and currently on 
what Taiwan needed for its defense. 
The Foreign Relations Committee 
under the leadership of Senator Frank 
Church lambasted executive branch of-
ficials. Together with Senator Glenn, 
Senator Javits, and others, Chairman 
Church insisted that the administra-
tion provide full details on those weap-
on systems Taiwan had requested. 

This practice of involving Congress 
in reviewing procurement decisions—as 
required by law—lapsed since that 
time. In recent years, the executive 
branch has met with representatives of 
Taiwan in secret and has refused to 
share with Congress the complete list 
of those defense articles and services 
requested formally or informally by 
Taiwan. 

In this regard, on May 11 of this year 
I wrote to Secretary of State Mad-
eleine Albright requesting a copy of 
the list of defense articles and services 
sought by Taiwan in the most recent 
round of annual arms procurement 
talks. Those talks ended on April 21. I 
received a reply to my letter on May 
21, signed by Assistant Secretary of 
State for Legislative Affairs Barbara 
Larkin. Mrs. Larkin’s reply asserted 
that the Department would only pro-
vide information on ‘‘the systems for 
which we [the Administration] have 
given Taiwan a positive response.’’

In other words, the State Depart-
ment refused my legitimate request to 
be informed in writing of Taiwan’s re-
quest for potential purchase or other 
acquisition of defense articles and serv-
ices. Frankly, I was shocked and dis-
mayed by this response, especially 
given the fact the most recent round of 
talks had already been concluded and 
given the clear intent of Section 3 of 
the Taiwan Relations Act. Instead, 
Mrs. Larkin’s letter provided informa-
tion only on those portions of Taiwan’s 
request that the administration unilat-
erally had decided to approve. 

I understand that a similar, written 
request by the chairman of the House 
International Relations Committee 
Representative BENJAMIN GILMAN, and 
others, have received the same unsatis-
factory response from the administra-
tion. 
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Mr. President, the current situation 

is intolerable and must be changed. 
The law of the land requires that Con-
gress be involved in decisions regarding 
Taiwan’s legitimate defense needs. The 
President and future administrations 
should know that the American peo-
ple’s representatives in Congress will 
meet our obligations under the law to 
be involved in this decisionmaking 
process. 

Toward this end, my amendment re-
quires that Taiwan’s procurement re-
quest be furnished, on an appropriate 
basis and in a timely fashion, to the 
appropriate committees of Congress. I 
believe this is a necessary step in en-
suring that there is a meaningful dia-
logue between the legislative and exec-
utive branches of government and that 
the decisionmaking process regarding 
what Taiwan legitimately needs for its 
self defense, proceeds on a basis that is 
fully consistent with the letter and 
spirit of the Taiwan Relations Act. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1183) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask Senator MACK be added as a co-
sponsor to amendment No. 1136. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 
following amendments will not be of-
fered. They are at the desk. They will 
not be offered: amendment No. 1121 by 
Senator THOMAS; amendment No. 1122, 
amendment No. 1152, and amendment 
No. 1153, all three by Senator 
ASHCROFT; amendment No. 1154 by Sen-
ator CRAIG; amendment No. 1148 by 
Senator GRASSLEY; amendment No. 
1164 by Senator CLELAND. 

I ask unanimous consent those 
amendments no longer be in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. Those 
amendments will not be proposed. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, we 
are down to a precious few. 

What we are considering doing is pro-
pounding an agreement, and I am going 
to go on and propound it even though I 
know there may be some objection, but 
to give a sense of what the roadmap 
here is to completion. We believe we 
are down to the amendment we have 
been discussing all day, the Brownback 
amendment, as second-degreed by my-
self and Senator ABRAHAM regarding 
section 907, and the amendment we are 
in the process of debating, the Leahy-
Dodd amendment with regard to travel 
restrictions to Cuba. And final passage. 
That is where I believe we are at this 
moment—with the need to wrap up the 

debate on the Dodd-Leahy amendment, 
the need to give Senator KERRY an op-
portunity to speak on the 907 issue and 
Senator TORRICELLI an opportunity to 
speak to the 907 issue. 

Mr. DODD. I would also like to be 
heard on 907. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Also, Senator 
DODD on the 907 issue and Senator 
BINGAMAN for a couple of minutes on 
Cuba. 

That is about where we are. Senator 
GRAHAM, obviously, is going to speak 
on the Cuba issue as well. 

At that point we should be able to 
move ahead. Does my colleague from 
Vermont think we should go ahead and 
propound this unanimous consent 
agreement or go on with the debate 
and just move on through it? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I see the 
Senator from Florida on the floor. I 
was wondering about how much time 
does he think he will need? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I will need 15 minutes. 
Mr. LEAHY. That will make it im-

possible to get the unanimous consent 
agreement that might get us out of 
here at a decent hour. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
GRAHAM of Florida be allowed 15 min-
utes to speak to the Dodd-Leahy 
amendment; Senator BINGAMAN, 3 min-
utes on the Cuba amendment; Senator 
KERRY, 5 minutes on the 907 amend-
ment; Senator TORRICELLI on the 907 
amendment, 5 minutes; Senator DODD, 
2 minutes on the 907 amendment; Sen-
ator BROWNBACK, 3 minutes to wrap up 
on 907; myself 3 minutes to yield on 907. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I under-
stand the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland would have an objection on a 
time agreement. Maybe we should start 
on our debate and urge people to be as 
brief as we can because I still think we 
could and should vote on all these. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The objection of 
the Senator from Maryland is to the 
Brownback amendment, I gather? 

Mr. LEAHY. That is correct. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Why don’t we pro-

ceed to complete debate on the Dodd-
Leahy matter and see if we can dispose 
of that? Let’s proceed on it. 

Mr. DODD. That is fine. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1157 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I want 
all to know that there is no disagree-
ment with the objectives, the end goals 
being sought by the advocates of this 
amendment and those of us who oppose 
it. I believe we are all Americans of 
good conscience and we seek for the 
Cuban people what we seek for our-
selves. We seek a nation that lives with 
the freedoms associated with democ-
racy. We seek a nation that respects 
the basic human rights of its people. 
We seek a nation which will encourage 
an economy that offers hope to the 
people of Cuba. 

We have had a long association with 
Cuba. It is an association which runs 
almost to the first Spanish exploration 
of our two nations. We were a major 
participant in the freedom of Cuba in 
1898. In fact, we had celebrations with-
in the last few months of our participa-
tion in the independence of Cuba. 

So our goals for those people, our 
feeling for the people of Cuba, is a 
shared one. The question is, What is 
the appropriate course of U.S. policy to 
achieve those goals? I believe, as with 
every other question of what U.S. for-
eign policy should be, it should be a 
mixture of a consideration of our na-
tional interests and a consideration of 
the universal values for which America 
has stood since those words in the Dec-
laration of Independence that declared 
that we saw that all men—not just 
American men, not just men, but 
women—that all persons had certain 
inalienable rights. Those have been an 
important factor in our relationships 
with other peoples of other nations. 

On the specific issue of the use of 
travel restrictions as a part of that 
U.S. foreign policy, Senator TORRICELLI 
has talked about the way in which 
travel restrictions were imposed on 
Libya and the fact that those restric-
tions had certain objectives and have 
had certain consequences. 

The Presiding Officer and I have been 
interested in the issue of Lebanon for a 
long time. The United States had trav-
el restrictions on Americans visiting 
Lebanon. The purpose of those travel 
restrictions was to encourage changes 
that would create a greater sense of se-
curity. While there are still tense days, 
as we have seen in the very recent past, 
it is now considered appropriate to 
allow Americans to begin again to visit 
Lebanon. 

We have used travel restrictions as a 
means of achieving goals that were 
considered to be important to the 
United States in the past. 

Yes, we are using a restriction on 
travel to Cuba as part of the larger, 
comprehensive restriction on relation-
ships with the Government of Cuba 
while we attempt to achieve increased 
contacts with the people of Cuba. 

There is an assumption that if the 
United States does not open up its 
travel restrictions, the Cuban people 
are going to walk down sidewalks that 
are barren of foreign travelers and the 
Cuban people will not have contact 
with the outside world. In fact, almost 
100,000 Americans visited Cuba last 
year under the various provisions of 
our existing law. In addition to that, 
some of the major nations of the world, 
nations with which we have the closest 
relationship, such as Spain and Can-
ada, have an open policy, in terms of 
travel to Cuba, for their citizens. 

When you ask Spaniards or Cana-
dians, what effect has your open policy 
towards Cuba had? what effect have the 
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relationships you have had in these in-
stances for decades with the Castro re-
gime had? have you seen a change in 
the commitment to democracy? have 
you seen, as a result of your openness 
towards Cuba, a greater degree of re-
spect for human rights? the answer is a 
sad no. These democracies, these na-
tions which share our values and which 
have taken the course of action that is 
being advocated by the proponents of 
this amendment, have seen no effect in 
achieving the goals we share for Cuba—
democracy, human rights, and an open 
economy. 

What gives us reason to believe that 
adopting an unconsidered, undebated—
other than the words we speak this 
afternoon—major change in our policy 
toward Cuba would have any different 
result? Recent events, in fact, are to 
the contrary. 

In January of last year, 1998, a sig-
nificant, what many hoped would be a 
historic, turning point event occurred 
in Cuba. The Pope visited that island. 
Many hoped, prayed, believed that it 
would lead to fundamental change in 
Cuba. 

We reinforced the momentum of the 
papal visit by a number of initiatives 
towards Cuba. On March 20, 1998, just a 
few weeks after the Pope had departed, 
in an attempt to build goodwill to-
wards Cuba, President Clinton an-
nounced the resumption of licensing 
for direct humanitarian flights to 
Cuba. 

The President announced the re-
sumption of cash remittances to Cuba. 

The President asked for the develop-
ment of licensing procedures to 
streamline and expedite the commer-
cial sale of medicine, medical supplies, 
and medical equipment to Cuba. 

Continuing in that vein, on January 9 
of this year the President authorized 
additional steps to reach out to the 
Cuban people. The new measures ex-
panded remittances by allowing any 
United States citizens, not just family 
members, to send limited funds to the 
people of Cuba. The President expanded 
people-to-people contacts. The Presi-
dent allowed charter passenger flights 
to cities other than Havana and to ini-
tiate from cities other than Miami. 

The measures also permitted an ef-
fort to establish direct mail service to 
Cuba. The measures also authorized 
the sale of food and agricultural inputs 
to independent, nongovernmental enti-
ties, including religious groups, family 
restaurants, and farmers. 

All of those are initiatives which the 
United States has taken since January 
of 1998 in hopes that it would result in 
a reciprocal response of some loosening 
of the police state that is Cuba today. 

What happened to all of those initia-
tives the United States took? What 
happened to the initiatives that were 
hoped to flow from the papal visit? 

The Cuban Government responded to 
our United States initiatives by calling 

these actions acts of aggression. That 
is what the Cuban Government labeled 
the opening of additional flights, of di-
rect mail, of allowing greater remit-
tances to the people of Cuba. Fidel Cas-
tro called all of those actions acts of 
aggression. 

What did Fidel Castro do in the con-
text of the visit by the Pope? Almost 
exactly a year after the Pope departed 
Cuba, the Cuban Government passed a 
new security law. That law 
criminalized any form of cooperation 
or participation in prodemocracy ef-
forts. That law imposed penalties rang-
ing from 20 to 30 years for those who 
were found to be cooperating with the 
U.S. Government. Those are the re-
sponses of Fidel Castro to the papal 
visit. 

On March 1, four prominent human 
rights dissidents were tried in secrecy 
for their peaceful criticism of the Com-
munist Party. Diplomats were barred 
from attendance at the trial. These 
four human rights and prodemocracy 
dissidents were held for over 1 year 
without charges. They were found 
guilty. They were sentenced to jail 
terms, for advocating human rights 
and democracy, of 31⁄2 to 5 years. 

This did not happen 40 years ago. 
This happened in March of 1999. The 
Cuban Government ignored calls from 
the Vatican and the international com-
munity for release. Canada, the Euro-
pean Union, and several Latin Amer-
ican countries criticized the Cuban 
Government and stated their intention 
to reassess their relationship with the 
Government. The King of Spain had a 
scheduled visit to Cuba which he has 
deferred, in large part because of the 
treatment of these four dissidents. 

Cuba’s human rights record in 1999 
reflects a continued policy of repres-
sion, a policy which has been recog-
nized not just by the United States, not 
just by the people of Cuba who suffer 
under the yoke of oppression, but by 
the international community. 

In its annual report on human rights, 
which was released earlier this year, 
Amnesty International states that at 
least 350 political prisoners remained 
imprisoned in Cuban cells in 1998. Am-
nesty International reports that 10 un-
armed civilians were shot, executed by 
Cuban authorities, in 1998. 

As we know, the Senate passed a res-
olution by a vote of 98–0 on March 25 of 
this year stating that the United 
States would make all efforts nec-
essary to pass a resolution criticizing 
Cuba for its human rights records be-
fore the U.N. Commission on Human 
Rights. We were very pleased when the 
United Nations Commission on Human 
Rights, with support of nations which 
just in the last 2 years had opposed 
such a resolution, passed a resolution 
on April 23 condemning Cuba for its 
human rights abuses. 

Finally, the State Department coun-
try report on human rights practices 

detailed the same human rights abuses 
as last year and the year before. 

We have made an effort to reach out 
to Cuba. We have made an effort to 
send a signal that we were looking for 
some reciprocity, some demonstration 
of a wavering in the steel-hard police 
state which has been Cuba for 40 years. 

One is hard pressed to see even the 
faintest breeze of a positive response to 
our efforts. The examples of human 
rights violations in all of these reports 
are numerous, brutal, and startling. 
Human rights activists are beaten in 
their homes. People are arbitrarily de-
tained and arrested. Political prisoners 
are denied food and medicine brought 
by their own families. Children are 
made to stand in the rain chanting slo-
gans against democracy. 

In the United States, on May 7 of this 
year, the U.S. Government revised in-
dictments against 14 Cuban spies cap-
tured in Miami last fall while attempt-
ing to penetrate the U.S. Southern 
Command, the United States Naval Air 
Station at Boca Chica Key near Key 
West, and planning terrorist acts 
against military installations. The re-
vised indictments also charge 2 of the 
14 with conspiracy to commit murder 
in the 1996 shoot down of the Brothers 
to the Rescue fliers. 

It is at this point that I must become 
personal. I know the families of the 
four fliers who were shot down over 
international waters, now we know, at 
the direct command of the highest offi-
cials of the Cuban Government. If 
homicide is defined as the intentional 
taking of a human life, four acts of 
homicide occurred over the Straits of 
Florida against three U.S. citizens and 
one U.S. resident. 

This is the nature of the response 
that Fidel Castro has given to the ef-
forts by the Pope, by the international 
community, and by the United States 
to try to ask, to plead for some relief 
for the people of Cuba. 

As these examples show, as the con-
tinuing reign of repression flows from 
week to week, from day to day in Cuba 
this is not the time for lifting any of 
the sanctions on Cuba. This is the time 
for us to hold the line on our policy, to 
continue to reach out to the people of 
Cuba in hopes that someday they will 
breathe the free air of democracy but 
to give no quarter to the oppressive 
Government of Fidel Castro. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I will be pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I congratulate the 
Senator from Florida on his statement 
and his extraordinary leadership on 
this issue through the years and simply 
inquire of him, through this decade, 
American policy towards Cuba has 
largely been defined by the Cuban De-
mocracy Act that the Senator from 
Florida joined with me in writing, the 
Helms–Burton Act that the chairman 
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of the Foreign Relations Committee of 
the Senate, Senator HELMS, wrote, and 
now under the leadership of President 
Clinton. 

This amendment would largely un-
dermine the policies outlined in that 
legislation and by President Clinton. 
Indeed, the President recently has re-
defined his own policy of travel to-
wards Cuba. But by a sweep of the pen, 
that bipartisan policy that the Sen-
ators and the President of the United 
States have written would largely be 
undermined, in my estimation. 

Is that the Senator’s conclusion? 
Mr. GRAHAM. That would certainly 

be one of the consequences. Another 
consequence, I say to my friend and 
colleague, would be that we would send 
a signal to Fidel Castro that we are 
prepared to do virtually anything with-
out expecting anything in response; 
that the same thing that has happened 
to the Canadians, the Spaniards, to 
other European and Latin American 
countries—attempts to reach out to 
Castro, which are rebuffed in terms of 
those things that are most important 
to the people of Cuba—that now we 
would become complicitous in that 
same process of unrequited love. 

The last thing we have to play, the 
last policy option that is available to 
us as we try to influence Castro is ex-
actly the embargo which, by this cas-
ual act tonight, we are being asked to 
begin to dismantle. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. If the Senator 
would continue to yield, I think what 
is important about your statement is 
you recognize this policy isn’t about 
travel; it is about money. It is about 
giving Fidel Castro millions of dollars 
of American tourist money to support 
his regime, his dictatorship, his armed 
forces, his security forces. That is what 
we are denying. 

But the frustration that the Senator 
from Florida may have—and you prob-
ably know more about the Cuban eco-
nomic experience and the travel experi-
ence than anyone in this institution by 
virtue of your constituency—and to 
rely upon your expertise for a moment, 
it is my understanding, contrary to 
what the Senate may be led to believe 
today, that when tourists go to Cuba 
from European countries, they are put 
into tourist compounds. Cubans are not 
allowed to visit those hotels. They can-
not talk to people in those hotels. So 
the notion that hundreds of thousands 
of American tourists are going to walk 
the streets of Cuba and democratize 
the island, spread the message of 
human rights—in fact, the average 
Cuban cannot get inside those com-
pounds. They are walled off. 

The Senator knows more about this, 
by far, than I do, but is that not the 
story of many of these beach-front ho-
tels? 

Mr. GRAHAM. That is the story. Un-
fortunately, the people who those tour-
ists will come in contact with will be 

the virtual serfs of the Castro regime 
because the hotels are required to pur-
chase their employees through the 
Cuban Government, not by direct nego-
tiation with the individual or through 
some organization representing those 
individuals. So by that walled-off en-
clave in which they are enjoying them-
selves, on an island of prosperity in a 
sea of despair—which is Cuba today 
—they are contributing to the mainte-
nance of a system of economic slavery 
that virtually has left the face of the 
Earth for the past century and a half. 

Mr. DODD. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. TORRICELLI. A final question. 
And I am very pleased the distin-
guished minority whip, Senator REID of 
Nevada, is going to join with us on a 
motion to table. 

But before I yield back, Senator 
KERRY of Massachusetts left a very ap-
pealing notion of the example of Presi-
dent Havel, that this exchange of vis-
iting and talking to people about 
democratic ideas would somehow 
change the Cuban political reality. 

Again, you know more about this 
than I do. It is my impression that 
under Cuban law, as Fidel Castro has 
now changed the law, if a would-be 
Havel walked up, in Havana, to an 
American tourist and talked to that 
tourist about democracy, he would be 
rewarded—not with information, a 
growth of knowledge—but he would go 
to jail because talking about democ-
racy in Cuba to an American tourist 
will guarantee one thing—you will be 
arrested, you will be indicted, and you 
will go to jail. 

Is that the reality of what a con-
versation about democracy with an 
American tourist is? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. And under the 
law which I alluded to, which was 
passed just in February of this year, 
that Cuban citizen who was found to be 
engaging in that friendly discussion 
about democracy and the graces that 
liberty brings to the human spirit will 
be subject to spending 20 to 30 years, 
without his freedom, in a Cuban cell 
precisely because he engaged in that 
conversation. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank the Sen-
ator from Florida. 

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield? 
Just very quickly, I want to raise the 

point—I do not know if my colleagues 
from New Jersey and Florida have been 
to Cuba at all recently. 

Has my colleague traveled to Cuba in 
the last several years? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Other than Guanta-
namo, I have not been to Cuba. 

Mr. DODD. I appreciate that. Just as 
a point of reference, I spent a week in 
Cuba in December, in fact, all over the 
area, all over Havana, and Varadero as 
well for a day. I point out to my col-
league that I saw Americans all over 
the streets of Havana. The idea you are 
confined to Varadero Beach is just not 

the case. There are people literally ev-
erywhere, right in the marketplaces, in 
the streets, in the restaurants, places 
they could go. The idea that you are 
restricted only to go to Varadero 
Beach is not the case. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Cubans are re-
stricted. 

Mr. DODD. To Cuban Americans who 
want to travel to Cuba—many do—this 
is, in a sense, saying you can only go 
back to the country of your birth once 
during a year, unless you have a sick 
relative, and then you have to apply to 
some bureaucrat in the Treasury De-
partment to go down and see your fam-
ily. That is wrong. 

But the idea that Cuban Americans 
would be restricted to Varadero Beach 
is just not the case. You can talk with 
Cuban Americans who have been back 
to Cuba. They are not restrained on 
where they can travel in Cuba. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I think the point the 
Senator from New Jersey was raising 
in his question to me was that for 
many of those Europeans, Latin Ameri-
cans, and Americans who go to Cuba, 
the nature of the hotel arrangements 
in which they live does not lend itself 
to the sort of interplay that, for in-
stance, some of us experienced in 
places such as Prague and Budapest 
prior to the fall of the Berlin Wall. 

It also is the case that Cuban citizens 
who, in those rare instances, might 
have an opportunity to relate with an 
American, since February of this year, 
face the prospect of being charged with 
a criminal act of collaborating with a 
United States citizen and face the pros-
pect of spending 20 to 30 years in a 17th 
century cell. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Will the Senator 
allow me to respond to the point? Will 
the Senator allow me to respond? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 
Mr. TORRICELLI. The point is, 

Americans clearly do in Cuba have the 
freedom to leave the hotels and wander 
around the island. As Senator GRAHAM 
has pointed out, nearly 100,000 Ameri-
cans went to Cuba last year. So this is 
not a question that many Americans 
cannot go. It has simply been the Clin-
ton administration’s view to restrict 
the number so as not to give Castro 
great financial rewards. One hundred 
thousand Americans go. 

The point I was making with Senator 
GRAHAM was not to give people the illu-
sion that Americans in a hotel on the 
beaches near Havana are going to re-
ceive Cuban visitors. The average 
Cuban is not allowed on the hotel 
grounds on these compounds. This is 
not going to be people visiting Presi-
dent Havel in his office. They are not 
allowed to go there. They can’t spend 
money there. They can’t be guests 
there. They are foreign compounds. 
You might as well be on a beach some-
where on a desert island in the Pacific. 
They are restricted. 

I thank the Senator from Florida for 
yielding. 
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Mr. DODD. As someone who has been 

there and spent the time and wandered 
without restraint and had conversa-
tions with people—I had a long con-
versation, as someone who speaks the 
language, speaks Spanish; I was able to 
have lengthy conversations with peo-
ple. I wasn’t being followed around. I 
had long discussions with people in 
marketplaces where they were highly 
critical of the Cuban Government. 

I had a lengthy discussion with a 
family down there about their objec-
tions and opposition to Fidel Castro 
with a group of people around. In my 
personal experience and that of others, 
just on the point of 100,000 U.S. citizens 
going, most of them are going illegally. 
It is not as if they have licenses to go. 
We all know what they do. They go to 
Montreal or Quebec or Cancun, and 
then they go in, because they don’t 
stamp their visas. You can meet them 
all in the airports down there. 

We are making them illegal, illegal 
activities of U.S. citizens. That is not 
something we ought to be condoning. 
But this isn’t licenses they receive; 
this is because they are using other 
means to go down and spend time 
there. But this is not permissible, visa-
stamped approved travel by these peo-
ple. 

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield 
further? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes. 
Mr. KERRY. I just make the point to 

the Senator that, having spoken with a 
lot of people who have gone down there 
and made some of those trips, the fami-
lies aren’t restricted in that way. They 
meet with relations. They tell people 
what is going on in the United States. 
They talk about their feelings about 
Fidel Castro. 

What is amazing about this debate, 
what is absolutely stupefying, is that 
what the Senators seem to be defend-
ing is completely contrary now to the 
experience since 1959. We went through 
the whole 1960s, went through the Bay 
of Pigs, went through the 1970s. We 
went through the height of the Reagan 
opposition to the Iron Curtain and 
through all of the changes in Russia, 
the former Soviet Union, the former 
east bloc countries. We have seen the 
dynamics of that change. 

The one place where our policy re-
mains the same as it has throughout 
all of those years is the place where 
there has been the least change. One of 
the reasons they had the power to 
shoot down those four planes is that 
there is no movement in the relation-
ship, because they are as isolated. 

If you look at the experience of Cu-
bans, restricted, who go back to Cuba 
to visit their families, limited by the 
United States of America to one visit a 
year with their own family, you find 
that they are the ones saying to us 
today, we would like to have the right 
to travel to visit our families as fre-
quently as we can. I am confident that 

the same kinds of changes that swept 
over the rest of the world will sweep 
over that tiny island. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I will conclude by say-
ing that I ask those who think the 
United States changing its policy to-
wards Cuba will have these miraculous 
effects in terms of breaking waves of 
freedom to the people that will crush 
what is an East German police state 
today—I only ask them to tell us what 
is the evidence, based on the outreach 
which has been made by countries such 
as Canada and Spain and European and 
Latin American countries, which large-
ly share our values, which have been 
for 40 years in a continuous relation-
ship with Cuba? 

I think the answer to the question is, 
there are no such evidences that that 
outreach has had a positive effect on 
Cuba. We are dealing with a sui generis 
anachronism in Cuba. That degree of 
singularity requires the kind of sin-
gularity of foreign policy that we are 
directing towards it, with our hopes 
that soon the people of Cuba will be re-
leased from that hold and that our pol-
icy will have contributed to that re-
lease and will help to establish a basis 
for a transition to a Cuba that will be 
respectful of its people and with which 
the United States can have normal and 
peaceful and prosperous relationships. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KERRY. Would the Senator like 

an answer to the question?
∑ Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I oppose 
this travel amendment in the strongest 
possible terms. This is the wrong lan-
guage at the wrong time. It represents 
a fundamental change in our Cuba pol-
icy—a change without proper consider-
ation. 

The Foreign Relations Committee 
has not considered this language; in 
fact, nobody has seen this language 
until it was introduced this afternoon. 
We should not rush this language 
through. 

We should not do this. This is a half-
baked approach, which makes for weak 
policy; it is not a mature effort to craft 
serious policy. 

Fidel responds to our positive ges-
tures with arrests, oppression, and 
crackdown. This effort is misguided 
and must be tabled.∑ 

Mr. MCCONNELL addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to table the underlying Dodd 
amendment No. 1157, and I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader is recognized. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, as in exec-
utive session, I ask unanimous consent 

that immediately following this roll-
call vote about to begin, the Senate 
immediately proceed to executive ses-
sion and vote en bloc on the confirma-
tion of the following nominations on 
the Executive Calendar: Nos. 104 
through 108. I further ask unanimous 
consent that immediately following 
the vote, the President be notified of 
the Senate’s action and the Senate 
then return to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. I also ask unanimous con-
sent that it now be in order to ask for 
the yeas and nays on the nominations 
en bloc. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I don’t 
have any objection, but I ask unani-
mous consent that the majority leader 
may proceed in this way. A tabling mo-
tion has been made, and there is no de-
bate on a tabling motion. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I be allowed to do 
this, even though the vote has been or-
dered on the tabling amendment, so 
that we can have this vote in this se-
quence. It is to have a vote on the con-
firmation of five judicial nominations. 
Both have been requested, but it will 
be one vote, and it will count as only 
one vote on all five nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LOTT. I thank Senator BYRD for 

that correction. 
I ask consent then that it now be in 

order to ask for the yeas and nays on 
the nominations en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll on the motion to 
table. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that notwith-
standing the tabling motion——

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask for 
the regular order. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, is it out 
of order to ask for unanimous consent? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there is no 
debate following a motion to table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that, notwithstanding 
the rules that there be no debate, the 
Senator be allowed to make a unani-
mous consent. 

Mr. LEAHY. That is what I was ask-
ing. 

Mr. BYRD. The Chair should have the 
advice from the Parliamentarian to 
call this to the Senate’s attention. 
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the dis-

tinguished Senator from West Virginia 
was making the exact same request 
that I was making. Let’s just vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table amendment No. 1157. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant called the 

roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, House 

Members may not be in the Well. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The well 

will be cleared. 
The well will be cleared. 
The clerk will continue to call the 

roll. 
The legislative assistant resumed the 

call of the roll. 
Mr. BYRD addressed the chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask for 

order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate will be in order. 
Mr. BYRD. Now, Mr. President, I ask 

that House Members stay out of the 
well and stop lobbying Senators. I have 
had a number of Senators come to me 
and tell me that House Members are in 
the well lobbying them. The other 
Members didn’t speak up, but I shall. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

Mr. BYRD. I hope the Sergeant at 
Arms will see to it that House Mem-
bers, who are our guests, will get out of 
the well. There are places in the back 
of the Chamber for them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will resume the call of the roll. 

The legislative assistant resumed the 
call of the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. VOINOVICH) and 
the Senator from Florida (Mr. MACK), 
are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 55, 
nays 43, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 189 Leg.] 

YEAS—55

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 

Edwards 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Reid 
Robb 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 

NAYS—43

Akaka 
Baucus 

Biden 
Bingaman 

Bond 
Boxer 

Chafee 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Grams 
Hagel 
Harkin 

Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
Mikulski 

Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Specter 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2

Mack Voinovich 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. LEAHY. I move to reconsider the 

vote. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to lay that 

motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF Keith P. Ellison, of 
Texas, to be United States District 
Judge for the Southern District of 
Texas. 

NOMINATION OF Gary Allen Feess, 
of California, to be United States 
District Judge for the Central Dis-
trict of California. 

NOMINATION OF Stefan R. 
Underhill, of Connecticut, to be 
United States District Judge for 
the District of Connecticut. 

NOMINATION OF W. Allen Pepper, 
Jr., of Mississippi, to be United 
States District Judge for the North-
ern District of Mississippi. 

NOMINATION OF Karen E. Schreier, 
of South Dakota, to be United 
States District Judge for the Dis-
trict of South Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the nominations? 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. VOINOVICH) and 
the Senator from Florida (Mr. MACK) 
are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 94, 
nays 4, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 190 Ex.] 

YEAS—94

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 

Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 

Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 

Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 

Hatch 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 

Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—4

Burns 
Enzi 

Helms 
Smith (NH) 

NOT VOTING—2

Mack Voinovich 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the ayes are 94, the nays are 4. 
The Senate does hereby advise and con-
sent to the nominations of Keith B. 
Ellison of Texas, Gary Allen Feess of 
California, Stefan R. Underhill of Con-
necticut, W. Allen Pepper, Jr. of Mis-
sissippi, and Karen E. Schreier of 
South Dakota. 

The President will be immediately 
notified of the Senate’s action. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am en-
couraged that the Senate confirmed 
five of the judicial nominees from the 
45 pending before us. I am glad that the 
District Courts in Mississippi, South 
Dakota, Texas, Connecticut, and Cali-
fornia will soon have additional judi-
cial resources. I only wish that were 
true for the 69 other vacancies around 
the country. 

In particular, I look forward to the 
Committee finally approving the nomi-
nation of Marsha Berzon to the Ninth 
Circuit Court of Appeals this week and 
would ask the Majority Leader to take 
up that long-delayed nomination with 
the same expedition that is being done 
for these nominations. Fully one-quar-
ter of the active judgeships authorized 
for that Court remain vacant, as they 
have been for several years. The Judi-
cial Conference recently requested that 
Ninth Circuit judgeships be increased 
in light of its workload by an addi-
tional five judges. That means that 
while Ms. Berzon’s nomination has 
been pending, and five other nomina-
tions are pending to the Ninth Circuit, 
that Court has been forced to struggle 
through its extraordinary workload 
with 12 fewer judges than it needs. 

Marsha Berzon is an outstanding 
nominee. By all accounts, she is an ex-
ceptional lawyer with extensive appel-
late experience, including a number of 
cases heard by the Supreme Court. She 
has the strong support of both Cali-
fornia Senators and a well-qualified 
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rating from the American Bar Associa-
tion. 

She was initially nominated in Janu-
ary 1998, almost 17 months ago. She 
participated in an extensive two-part 
confirmation hearing before the Com-
mittee back on July 30, 1998. There-
after she received a number of sets of 
written questions from a number of 
Senators and responded in August. A 
second round of written questions was 
sent and she responded by the middle 
of September. Despite the efforts of 
Senator FEINSTEIN, Senator KENNEDY, 
Senator SPECTER and myself to have 
her considered by the Committee, she 
was not included on an agenda and not 
voted on during all of 1998. Her nomina-
tion was returned to the President 
without action by this Committee or 
the Senate in late October. 

This year the President renominated 
Ms. Berzon in January. She partici-
pated in her second confirmation hear-
ing two weeks ago, was sent additional 
sets of written questions, responded 
and got and answered another ques-
tion. I do not know why these ques-
tions were not asked last year. I do 
hope that the Committee will vote to 
report her nomination to the Senate on 
Thursday and that the Senate will fi-
nally, at long last, take the oppor-
tunity to confirm her to the federal 
bench. 

The saga of this brilliant lawyer and 
good person is a long one, but it is not 
an isolated story. Hers is not even the 
longest pending nomination. That dis-
tinction belongs to Judge Richard Paez 
who was initially nominated in Janu-
ary 1996—over three and one half years 
ago—favorably reported by this Com-
mittee last year but not voted upon by 
the Senate. He was renominated in 
January, as well. His nomination is in 
limbo before the Senate Judiciary 
Committee, more than three years 
after this fine Hispanic judge was first 
nominated by the President. 

In addition, there is the nomination 
of Justice Ronnie L. White to the fed-
eral court in Missouri, a nomination I 
spoke to the Senate about earlier this 
week. This past weekend marked the 2-
year anniversary of the nomination of 
this outstanding jurist to what is now 
a judicial emergency vacancy on the 
U.S. District Court in the Eastern Dis-
trict of Missouri. He is currently a 
member of the Missouri Supreme 
Court. 

He was nominated by President Clin-
ton in June of 1997, 2 years ago. It took 
11 months before the Senate would 
even allow him to have a confirmation 
hearing. His nomination was then re-
ported favorably on a 13 to 3 vote by 
the Senate Judiciary Committee on 
May 21, 1998. Senators HATCH, THUR-
MOND, GRASSLEY, SPECTER, KYL, and 
DEWINE were the Republican members 
of the Committee who voted for him 
along with the Democratic members. 
Senators ASHCROFT, ABRAHAM and SES-
SIONS voted against him. 

Even though he had been voted out 
overwhelmingly, he sat on the cal-
endar, and the nomination was re-
turned to the President after 16 months 
with no action. 

The President has again renominated 
him. I have called again upon the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee to act on this 
qualified nomination. Justice White 
deserves better than benign neglect. 
The people in Missouri deserve a fully 
qualified and fully staffed Federal 
bench. 

Justice White has one of the finest 
records—and the experience and stand-
ing—of any lawyer that has come be-
fore the Judiciary Committee. He has 
served in the Missouri legislature, the 
office of the city counselor for the City 
of St. Louis, and he was a judge in the 
Missouri Court of Appeals for the East-
ern District of Missouri before his cur-
rent service as the first African Amer-
ican ever to serve on the Missouri Su-
preme Court. 

Having been voted out of Committee 
by a 4–1 margin, having waited for 2 
years, this distinguished African Amer-
ican at least deserves a vote, up or 
down. Senators can stand up and say 
they will vote for or against him, but 
let this man have his vote. 

Twenty-four months after being nom-
inated and after being renominated 
five months ago, the nomination re-
mains pending without action before 
the Senate Judiciary Committee. Peo-
ple like Justice Ronnie L. White de-
serve to have their nominations treat-
ed with dignity and dispatch. Twenty-
four months is far too long to have to 
wait for Senate action. 

The Chief Justice of the United 
States Supreme Court wrote in his 
Year-End Report in 1997: ‘‘Some cur-
rent nominees have been waiting a con-
siderable time for a Senate Judiciary 
Committee vote or a final floor vote. 
The Senate confirmed only 17 judges in 
1996 and 36 in 1997, well under the 101 
judges it confirmed in 1994.’’ He went 
on to note: ‘‘The Senate is surely under 
no obligation to confirm any particular 
nominee, but after the necessary time 
for inquiry it should vote him up or 
vote him down.’’ 

For the last several years I have been 
urging the Judiciary Committee and 
the Senate to proceed to consider and 
confirm judicial nominees more 
promptly and without the years of 
delay that now accompany so many 
nominations. I hope the Committee 
will not delay any longer in reporting 
the nomination of Justice Ronnie L. 
White to the United States District 
Court for the Eastern District of Mis-
souri and that the Senate will finally 
act on the nomination of this fine Afri-
can-American jurist. 

In explaining why he chose to with-
draw from consideration after waiting 
15 months for Senate consideration, an-
other minority nominee, Jorge Rangel, 
wrote to the President and explained: 

‘‘Our judicial system depends on men 
and women of good will who agree to 
serve when asked to do so. But public 
service asks too much when those of us 
who answer the call to service are sub-
jected to a confirmation process domi-
nated by interminable delays and inac-
tion. Patience has its virtues, but it 
also has its limits’’. 

Justice White has been exceedingly 
patient. He remains one of the 10 long-
est-pending judicial nominations be-
fore the Senate, along with Judge 
Richard Paez and Marsha Berzon. 

Acting to fill judicial vacancies is a 
constitutional duty that the Senate—
and all of its members—are obligated 
to fulfill. In its unprecedented slow-
down in the handling of nominees since 
the 104th Congress, the Senate is shirk-
ing its duty. That is wrong and should 
end. 

As the Senate recesses for the Inde-
pendence Day holiday, I am glad to see 
that the Senate is taking a few small 
steps toward responsible action by con-
firming five qualified District Court 
nominees. I will continue to work to 
see that the scores of remaining nomi-
nees be treated fairly.

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now return to legislative ses-
sion. 

f 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2000—Continued 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, for 
the information of all of our col-
leagues, Senator LEAHY and I have a 
couple of housekeeping measures to at-
tend to, which we will do now. Then 
there will be a vote on the McConnell-
Abraham second-degree amendment. If 
that amendment is successful, we will 
move to final passage. If that amend-
ment is not successful, it is my under-
standing Senator SARBANES wishes to 
address the Senate further on the un-
derlying Brownback amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1159, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk a modification of 
amendment No. 1159. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied. 

The amendment, as further modified, 
is as follows:

On page 21, line 22, before the period insert 
the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That of the 
amount appropriated under this heading, not 
to exceed $2,000,000 shall be available for 
grants to nongovernmental organizations 
that work with orphans who are 
transitioning out of institutions to teach life 
skills and job skills’’: Provided further, that 
of the amount available under the heading 
‘ASSISTANCE FOR EASTERN EUROPE AND THE 
BALTIC STATES’ for Romania, $4,400,000 shall 
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be provided solely to the Romanian Depart-
ment of Child Protection for activities of 
such Department to provide emergency aid 
for the child victims of the present economic 
crisis in Romania, including activities relat-
ing to supplemental food support and main-
tenance, support for in-home foster case, and 
supplemental support for special needs resi-
dential care’’. 

AMENDMENT NOS. 1184 AND 1185 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment on behalf of Sen-
ator BYRD and an amendment on behalf 
of Senator NICKLES to the desk. They 
have been cleared. I ask unanimous 
consent they be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWNBACK). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The amendments (Nos. 1184 and 1185) 
were agreed to, as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1184

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
regarding assistance under the Camp David 
Accords) 

On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING AS-

SISTANCE UNDER THE CAMP DAVID 
ACCORDS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Egypt and Israel together negotiated 
the Camp David Accords, an historic break-
through in beginning the process of bringing 
peace to the Middle East. 

(2) As part of the Camp David Accords, a 
concept was reached regarding the ratio of 
United States foreign assistance between 
Egypt and Israel, a formula which has been 
followed since the signing of the Accords. 

(3) The United States is reducing economic 
assistance to Egypt and Israel, with the 
agreement of those nations. 

(4) The United States is committed to 
maintaining proportionality between Egypt 
and Israel in United States foreign assist-
ance programs. 

(5) Egypt has consistently fulfilled an his-
toric role of peacemaker in the context of 
the Arab-Israeli disputes. 

(6) The recent elections in Israel offer fresh 
hope of resolving the remaining issues of dis-
pute in the region. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the United States should 
provide Egypt access to an interest bearing 
account as part of the United States foreign 
assistance program pursuant to the prin-
ciples of proportionality which underlie the 
Camp David Accords.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, my views 
on foreign assistance are well known. I 
don’t like it. I understand there are 
circumstances in which the United 
States needs to extend a helping hand 
to other nations facing political and 
economic strains that we thankfully do 
not have to endure. I simply think that 
the United States spends too much of 
its citizens’ hard-earned tax dollars 
overseas, and that is why I tradition-
ally vote against the Foreign Oper-
ations Appropriations bill. 

My reluctance to send U.S. tax dol-
lars overseas leads me to scrutinize 
closely those programs that we do 
fund. One of the largest recipients of 
U.S. foreign assistance is the Middle 

East, and in particular Israel, and to a 
lesser extent, Egypt. These nations are 
our strongest allies in a troubled re-
gion, and I firmly believe that main-
taining a strong relationship with 
them is in the best strategic interests 
of the United States. We cannot forget 
that it was Egypt and Israel that nego-
tiated the Camp David Accords, an his-
toric breakthrough in the efforts to 
bring peace to the Middle East. As part 
of the Camp David Accords, a concept 
was reached regarding the ratio of 
United States foreign assistance be-
tween Egypt and Israel. This formula 
has been followed since the signing of 
the Accords. 

I have believed for many years that 
the United States is spending too much 
on foreign assistance to Egypt and 
Israel. I have tried in the past, to no 
avail, to reduce the level of assistance 
being sent to Israel. I am pleased that 
the United States has finally embarked 
on a program of reducing economic as-
sistance to both nations, with the 
agreement of those nations. However, 
maintaining proportionality between 
Egypt and Israel as the level of foreign 
assistance is reduced is vitally impor-
tant, and never more so than now, 
when the recent elections in Israel 
offer fresh hope of restarting the peace 
process. 

Unfortunately, the mechanism by 
which United States foreign assistance 
is currently being provided to Egypt 
and Israel has resulted in an imbalance 
to that program in that Israel has the 
unique advantage of having immediate 
access to an interest bearing account 
while Egypt has not been accorded the 
same treatment. This, I believe, is a 
procedure which can be interpreted as 
a departure from the standard of fair-
ness that is central to United States 
assistance under the Camp David Ac-
cords. 

Mr. President, this is an injustice 
that should be corrected. Speaking 
frankly, it is my opinion that neither 
Israel nor Egypt should be earning in-
terest on United States foreign assist-
ance. But, under the principles of par-
ity that underlie the Camp David Ac-
cords, both nations should receive the 
same treatment. Egypt and Israel are 
pivotal allies in the Middle East, and 
the United States should accord them 
equal treatment in disbursing its for-
eign assistance.

AMENDMENT NO. 1185

(Purpose: Regarding availability of United 
States assistance for the Palestian Author-
ity) 
Strike section 577, and insert in lieu there-

of the following: 
SECTION 577. UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE TO 

THE PALESTINIAN AUTHORITY. 
(1) GAO CERTIFICATION.—NOT MORE THAN 30 

DAYS PRIOR TO THE OBLIGATION OF FUNDS 
MADE AVAILABLE TO THIS ACT FOR ASSISTANCE 
FOR THE PALESTINIAN AUTHORITY THE COMP-
TROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 
SHALL CERTIFY THAT THE PALESTINIAN AU-
THORITY—

(A) has adopted an acceptable accounting 
system to ensure that such funds will be used 
for their intended assistance purposes; and 

(B) has cooperated with the Comptroller 
General in the certification process under 
this paragraph. 

(2) GAO AUDITS.—
(A) AUTHORITY.—Six months after the date 

of enactment of this Act, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall conduct 
an audit to determine the extent to which 
the Palestinian Authority is implementing 
an acceptable accounting system in tracking 
the use of funds made available by the Act 
for assistance for the Palestinian Authority. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes all action on S. 1234, 
it not be engrossed and be held at the 
desk. I further ask that when the 
House of Representatives’ companion 
measure is received in the Senate, the 
Senate immediately proceed to its con-
sideration, all after the enacting clause 
of the House bill be stricken and the 
text of S. 1234, as passed, be inserted in 
lieu thereof, the House bill, as amend-
ed, be read for the third time and 
passed, the Senate insist on its amend-
ment, request a conference with the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and the Chair be 
authorized to appoint conferees on the 
part of the Senate, and the foregoing 
occur without any intervening action 
or debate. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
upon passage by the Senate of the 
House companion measure, as amend-
ed, the passage of S. 1234 be vitiated, 
and the bill be indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1186, 1187, AND 1188, EN BLOC 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that three amend-
ments that have been cleared on the 
other side on behalf of the Senator 
from Vermont be considered en bloc 
and agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] 

proposes en bloc amendments numbered 1186, 
1187, and 1188.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments are agreed 
to. 

The amendments (Nos. 1186, 1187, and 
1188) were agreed to, en bloc, as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1186

At the appropriate place, insert: 
AUTHORIZATIONS 

SEC. . The Secretary of the Treasury may, 
to fulfill commitments of the United States, 
(1) effect the United States participation in 
the fifth general capital increase of the Afri-
can Development Bank, the first general 
capital increase of the Multilateral Invest-
ment Guarantee Agency, and the first gen-
eral capital increase of the Inter-American 
Investment Corporation; (2) contribute on 
behalf of the United States to the eighth re-
plenishment of the resources of the African 
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Development Fund, the twelfth replenish-
ment of the International Development As-
sociation. The following amounts are author-
ized to be appropriated without fiscal year 
limitation for payment by the Secretary of 
the Treasury: $40,847,011 for paid-in capital, 
and $639,932,485 for callable capital, of the Af-
rican Development Bank; $29,870,087 for paid-
in capital, and $139,365,533 for callable cap-
ital, of the Multilateral Investment Guar-
antee Agency; $125,180,000 for paid-in capital 
of the Inter-American Investment Corpora-
tion; $300,000,000 for the African Development 
Fund; $2,410,000,000 for the International De-
velopment Association; and $50,000,000 for 
the International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development’s HIPC Trust Fund. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1187

At the appropriate place in the bill insert 
the following: 

WORKING CAPITAL FUND 
SEC. . Section 635 of the Foreign Assist-

ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2395) is amended 
by adding a new subsection (l) as follows: 

‘‘(l) There is hereby established a working 
capital fund for the United States Agency for 
International Development which shall be 
available without fiscal year limitation for 
the expenses of personal and non-personal 
services, equipment and supplies for: (A) 
International Cooperative Administrative 
Support Services; (B) central information 
technology, library, audiovisual and admin-
istrative support services; (C) medical and 
health care of participants and others; and 
(D) such other functions which the Adminis-
trator of such agency, with the approval of 
the Office of Management and Budget, deter-
mines may be provided more advantageously 
and economically as central services. 

‘‘(2) The capital of the fund shall consist of 
the fair and reasonable value of such sup-
plies, equipment and other assets pertaining 
to the functions of the fund as the Adminis-
trator determines and any appropriations 
made available for the purpose of providing 
capital, less related liabilities. 

‘‘(3) The fund shall be reimbursed or cred-
ited with advance payments for services, 
equipment or supplies provided from the 
fund from applicable appropriations and 
funds of the agency, other federal agencies 
and other sources authorized by section 607 
of this Act at rates that will recover total 
expenses of operation, including accrual of 
annual leave and depreciations Receipts 
from the disposal of, or payments for the loss 
or damage to, property held in the fund, re-
bates, reimbursements, refunds and other 
credits applicable to the operation of the 
fund may be deposited in the fund. 

‘‘(4) the agency shall transfer to the Treas-
ury as miscellaneous receipts as of the close 
of the fiscal year such amounts which the 
Administrator determines to be in excess of 
the needs of the fund. 

‘‘(5) The fund may be charged with the cur-
rent value of supplies and equipment re-
turned to the working capital of the fund by 
a post, activity or agency and the proceeds 
shall be credited to current applicable appro-
priations.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1188

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

DEVELOPMENT CREDIT AUTHORITY PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 

For the cost of direct loans and loan guar-
antees, up to $7,500,000 to be derived by 
transfer from funds appropriated by this Act 
to carry out Part I of the Foreign Assistance 

Act of 1961, as amended, and funds appro-
priated by this Act under the heading, ‘‘As-
sistance for Eastern Europe and the Baltic 
States’’, to remain available until expanded, 
as authorized by section 635 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961; Provided, That such 
costs, including the cost of modifying such 
loans, shall be defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974; Provided 
further, That for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct and guaranteed loan 
programs, up to $500,000 of this amount may 
be transferred to and merged with the appro-
priation for ‘‘Operating Expenses of the 
Agency for International Development’’; 
Provided further, That the provisions of sec-
tion 107A(d) (relating to general provisions 
applicable to the Development Credit Au-
thority) of the foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
as contained in section 306 of H.R. 1486 as re-
ported by the House Committee on Inter-
national Relations on May 9, 1997, shall be 
applicable to direct loans and loan guaran-
tees provided under this heading. 

Mr. LEAHY. I ask that the amend-
ments be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They 
have been agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to reconsider the 
vote. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1119 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the McConnell amend-
ment. All those in favor—

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, are 
the yeas and nays not ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have not been ordered. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask for the yeas 
and nays on the McConnell amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to McConnell 
amendment No. 1119. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Florida (Mr. MACK) and 
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. VOINOVICH) 
are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. AL-
LARD). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 53, 
nasy 45, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 191 Leg.] 

YEAS—53

Abraham 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 

Cleland 
Collins 
Craig 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Gorton 
Graham 

Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Leahy 
Levin 

McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Reed 
Reid 

Robb 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 

Specter 
Stevens 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 

NAYS—45

Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bingaman 
Brownback 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Crapo 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Frist 
Gramm 

Grams 
Hagel 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 

Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2

Mack Voinovich 

The amendment (No. 1119) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. SARBANES. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1118 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the first-de-
gree amendment, as amended. 

The amendment (No. 1118) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, we 
are ready for final passage. 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader is recognized. 
ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of all Senators, this will be 
the last recorded vote for tonight. We 
will then go to the Treasury-Postal 
Service appropriations bill, and, hope-
fully, good progress, or all progress, 
can be completed on that tonight, with 
the possibility of stacked votes on or in 
relation to the Treasury-Postal Service 
appropriations bill in the morning. 

The next recorded vote, though, will 
be at 10:30 in the morning on a cloture 
motion with regard to Social Security 
lockbox. Hopefully, there will be other 
stacked votes in that sequence. For 
now, that is the only one. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was read the third time.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 

Senate is now considering S. 1234, the 
foreign operations and export financing 
appropriations bill for fiscal year 2000. 

The Senate bill provides $12.7 billion 
in budget authority and $4.7 billion in 
new outlays to operate the programs of 
the Department of State, Export and 
Military Assistance, Bilateral and Mul-
tilateral Economic Assistance, and Re-
lated Agencies for Fiscal Year 2000. 
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When outlays from prior year budget 

authority and other completed actions 
are taken into account, the bill totals 
$12.7 billion in budget authority and 
$13.2 billion in outlays for fiscal year 
2000. 

The subcommittee is below its Sec-
tion 302(B) allocation for budget au-
thority and outlays. 

I urge the adoption of the bill. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that a table displaying the Budget 
Committee scoring of this bill be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1234, FOREIGN OPERATIONS APPROPRIATIONS, 2000—
SPENDING COMPARISONS—SENATE-REPORTED BILL 

[Fiscal year 2000, in millions of dollars] 

General 
purpose Crime Man-

datory Total 

Senate-reported bill: 
Budget authority ........................ 12,700 ............ 44 12,744
Outlays ....................................... 13,139 ............ 44 13,183

Senate 302(b) allocation:
Budget authority ........................ 12,701 ............ 44 12,745
Outlays ....................................... 13,150 ............ 44 13,194

1999 level: 
Budget authority ........................ 13,266 ............ 45 13,311
Outlays ....................................... 12,740 ............ 45 12,785

President’s request: 
Budget authority ........................ 14,070 ............ 44 14,114
Outlays ....................................... 14,104 ............ 44 14,148

House-passed bill: 
Budget authority ........................ ............. ............ 44 .............
Outlays ....................................... 8,456 ............ 44 .............

SENATE-REPORTED BILL COMPARED TO:
Senate 302(b) allocation:

Budget authority ........................ (1) ............ ............. (1) 
Outlays ....................................... (11) ............ ............. (11) 

1999 level: 
Budget authority ........................ (566) ............ (1) (567) 
Outlays ....................................... 399 ............ (1) 398

President’s request: 
Budget authority ........................ (1,370) ............ ............. (1,370) 
Outlays ....................................... (965) ............ ............. (965) 

House-passed bill: 
Budget authority ........................ 12,700 ............ ............. 12,700
Outlays ....................................... 4,683 ............ ............. 4,683

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for 
consistency with scorekeeping conventions. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues an issue which I believe is of 
importance in the FY 2000 Foreign Op-
erations Appropriations bill: U.S. as-
sistance to Egypt. Before I begin, how-
ever, I thank the chairman and rank-
ing member of the subcommittee for 
their expert and sound guidance on this 
bill. They deserve our commendation 
for working with such tight 302(b) allo-
cations. 

Egypt is a country that many in the 
Senate hold in high regard. Egypt is a 
dependable and steady ally in the Mid-
dle East. This year marks the twen-
tieth anniversary of peace between 
Israel and Egypt, a peace which has 
served and continues to serve as a 
benchmark of the end of hostilities be-
tween Arabs and Israelis. Since peace 
between Egypt and Israel was estab-
lished in 1979, Congress has recognized 
that in America’s relations with these 
two allies that fair treatment of both 
Israel and Egypt in the provision of 
foreign assistance is a key feature in 
preserving peace and stability in the 
region. 

The administration requested as part 
of its FY 2000 budget that a portion of 
Egypt’s military assistance held in re-
serve to pay for the potential termi-
nation of contracts accrue interest. 
This proposal, known as an interest 
bearing account (IBA), would allow in-
terest to accrue on approximately $470 
million in the termination liability ac-
count for Egypt. Israel’s military as-
sistance has been treated in this way 
for some time, treatment that I and 
many others here support. The net im-
pact of granting Egypt this treatment 
would be about $20 million in interest 
to Egypt, without any additional cost 
or outlay by the U.S. taxpayer. 

Like many of my colleagues, I sup-
port the administration’s request for 
an IBA for Egypt, and I feel very 
strongly that Egypt should have the 
same terms as Israel. The Department 
of State has made a commitment to 
Egypt on this issue, and I think it is 
important that this commitment be 
kept. 

Despite our support for an IBA, the 
Congressional Budget Office has told us 
that the IBA would be scored as a $470 
million outlay—despite the fact that it 
actually costs nothing—and would thus 
break the Senate’s tight outlay ceiling 
for this bill. Although support for an 
IBA for Egypt is strong—I am con-
fident that on the merits an Amend-
ment proposing an IBA would have the 
support of the vast majority of my col-
leagues—the Senate is confined at this 
time in our actions by budgetary pres-
sures. 

I am hopeful that we might still be 
able to resolve this scoring issue and 
perhaps address the question of an IBA 
for Egypt in Conference. 

Again, I thank the subcommittee 
chairman and ranking member for 
their work on this bill. I look forward 
to continuing to work with them on 
this issue.
BUREAU OF INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS AND 

LAW ENFORCEMENT AND THE STATE DEPART-
MENT 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Senators STE-
VENS, MCCONNELL, COVERDELL, DEWINE, 
and I may enter into a colloquy on 
funding for the Bureau of International 
Narcotics and Law Enforcement and 
the State Department. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I say to Senator 
STEVENS, Senators COVERDELL, 
DEWINE, and I have afforded an amend-
ment No. 1148 to the Foreign Oper-
ations Appropriations bill regarding in-
creased funding for the State Depart-
ment’s counterdrug efforts. 

Mr. STEVENS. I am aware of the 
amendment. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. As the Senator 
knows, we have been working on this 
bill and on others to ensure adequate 
funding for our Nation’s counter nar-
cotics efforts. And I appreciate the 

committee’s past support in this re-
gard. I am aware that we face tough 
budget decisions and we need to bal-
ance many program needs within a bal-
anced budget. 

Mr. STEVENS. We have had to make 
a lot of tough decisions in this bill 
while trying to ensure that we meet 
the needs of many critical programs. I 
know that Senator MCCONNELL and 
Senator LEAHY and the subcommittee 
have worked shared to be fair, and they 
have had to make tough choices. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I appreciate their 
efforts. Our amendment asks for more 
funding for INL, although it is still 
below the President’s request. Senators 
COVERDELL, DEWINE, and I have worked 
with the committee in the past on this 
issue. It is my understanding that the 
House is working to provide a higher 
level. 

Mr. STEVENS. I believe that is the 
case but the House has not yet made a 
final decision on appropriation levels 
for the State Department’s counter 
narcotics programs. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. If there is a dif-
ference between the House and Senate 
levels, that will mean that the final ap-
propriation levels will be 
conferencable, is that correct? 

Mr. STEVENS. That is the case. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. It is my under-

standing that if the numbers in House 
and Senate bills are different that it is 
your intention to work during the con-
ference to ensure that we see a higher 
level of funding for this program? 

Mr. STEVENS. That is correct. I will 
work on trying to see a higher level of 
funding. But let me point out that 
there is a difference between the House 
and Senate allocation levels and that 
we will have a lot of reconciling to do. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I ask the distin-
guished Senator from Alaska if that ef-
fort will preclude increased funding for 
INL? 

Mr. STEVENS. It does not preclude 
it, and I will work to ensure that we 
try to get more funding. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I know that Sen-
ator GRASSLEY and Senator DEWINE 
share my concern that we ensure that 
our international counter drug pro-
grams here and elsewhere receive the 
support they need to keep drugs off our 
streets and out of our homes. We had a 
press conference today on just his 
point. We have been fighting a battle 
the last few years to raise the visibility 
of the need for serious counter drug ef-
forts and the need to fund those ade-
quately. The State Department pro-
gram is an important part of that ef-
fort. 

Mr. DEWINE. If I might add some-
thing to the comments of my distin-
guished colleague from Georgia. Last 
year, the Congress added significant 
new money into our international and 
interdiction efforts. This was in part a 
down payment on the Western Hemi-
sphere Drug Elimination Act, that I in-
troduced in the 105th Congress. It is 
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important that we ensure that the ef-
fort begun then is sustained. Having 
seen first hand the positive benefits of 
this program in this region. I strongly 
believe that increased funding for INL 
should be strongly considered in con-
ference. 

Mr. STEVENS. I share the Senators’ 
concerns for the need for sustained and 
adequate funding. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I too share this 
concern. The Foreign Operations bill is 
an effort to address that concern and 
the many other programs that need at-
tention in our foreign policy. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. It is my under-
standing that every effort will be made 
in conference to ensure that there will 
be increased funding for the State De-
partment’s counter narcotics pro-
grams. If that is the case, then I am 
prepared to withdraw my amendment 
and I thank Senator STEVENS and Sen-
ator MCCONNELL for their consider-
ation in this matter. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I join Senator 
GRASSLEY in thanking the committee. 

Mr. DEWINE. I also thank the com-
mittee.

IMF GOLD SALE 
Mr. ALLARD. Will the distinguished 

Senator from Kentucky yield for a 
question? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I will be happy to 
yield to the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLARD. As the chairman of the 
Foreign Operations Appropriations 
Subcommittee, is the Senator aware of 
a proposal by the Administration to 
support the sale of some ten million 
ounces of gold by the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF) from its gold re-
serves in order to provide debt relief 
for countries under the Heavily In-
debted Poor Countries Initiative 
(HIPC)? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Yes, I am aware of 
this proposal. Let me say to the Sen-
ator from Colorado that the proposal 
to have the IMF sell its gold in order to 
provide debt relief to the HIPC nations 
is a matter of significant concern to 
me. 

Mr. ALLARD. I share the chairman’s 
concern. The sale of IMF gold would 
have the effect of depressing gold 
prices well beyond the twenty year low 
to which the price of gold has already 
plunged. As I think the Senator from 
Kentucky well knows, a further drop in 
the price of gold will not only hurt 
American industry but cost thousands 
of U.S. workers their jobs. Equally im-
portant, falling gold prices will di-
rectly impact 36 of the 41 nations that 
are slated to benefit from the HIPC 
program. This is because those 36 na-
tions are in fact gold producers, and 
their economies would suffer to such a 
degree that the damage done to their 
economies resulting from depressed 
gold prices would be greater than any 
debt relief they might receive. Does 
the Senator agree with that analysis? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The Senator from 
Colorado is exactly right. Considering 

the fact that barely 40 percent of the 
interest to be derived from the invest-
ment of the proceeds from the sale of 
the IMF gold would actually be avail-
able to the HIPC nations for debt re-
lief, it seems to me that this amounts 
to a cruel hoax. Of particular concern 
to me is the fact that the sale of the 
IMF gold would reduce gold prices to 
such an extent that the harm done to 
HIPC nations’ economies will likely ex-
ceed any benefit from this debt relief 
effort. I believe the issue of debt relief 
for the HIPC nations is important and 
must be dealt with, but such a program 
must be designed to reduce the eco-
nomic burden on these countries not 
compound them. 

Mr. ALLARD. I ask the chairman, is 
it the case that in order for this pro-
posed IMF gold sale to go forward, that 
the Congress must specifically author-
ize the U.S. representative to the IMF 
to cast a vote in favor of such a sale? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The Senator from 
Colorado is exactly correct. Existing 
law 22 U.S.C. 286c specifically requires 
Congress, by law, to authorize such ac-
tion. I would point out to the Senator, 
as I am sure he is already aware, that 
absent an act of Congress, the statute 
makes it clear that neither the Presi-
dent nor any person or agency acting 
on behalf of the United States can vote 
to approve the sale of IMF gold. 

Mr. ALLARD. I thank the chairman 
for that clarification. Would it be fair 
to conclude, I say to my friend from 
Kentucky, that you are not in a posi-
tion to support legislation that would 
seek to have this Congress authorize 
U.S. approval of the sale of IMF gold? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. The Senator from 
Colorado is absolutely correct. For the 
reasons I have outlined, I believe the 
proposal to sell IMF gold as part of the 
HIPC Initiative is misguided and just 
plain bad policy. I could not support 
legislation authorizing such a sale as 
part of this or any bill. And, I will say 
to the distinguished Senator from Col-
orado, that when I take this bill to 
conference with the House, we will in-
clude a Statement of Manager’s lan-
guage that will reiterate that the sale 
of IMF gold cannot go forward unless 
we in Congress specifically provide au-
thorization. 

Mr. ALLARD. I thank the chairman.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

rise today to express my concern about 
the proposed reduction of funding for 
the Peace Corps in this foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill—a reduction 
that is contrary to the will of Congress 
as expressed by the overwhelming, bi-
partisan support for the Peace Corps 
Reauthorization Act, which passed 
unanimously this session in both 
Houses of Congress. 

I am mindful of the constraints im-
posed by the lower allocations to the 
appropriators. But Congress has spoken 
affirmatively on the issue of increased 
funding for the Peace Corps. The au-

thorizing committee and, then, this 
body, supported the bill by unanimous 
consent. A few months earlier, the 
House passed the measure by a vote of 
326–90. President Clinton immediately 
signed the bill in May. 

Mr. President, as chairman of the au-
thorizing committee for the Peace 
Corps, I worked with the committees’ 
ranking Member and former Peace 
Corps Volunteer, Senator DODD, to 
sponsor the Peace Corps Act. The Act 
authorizes a 12 percent increase for 
Fiscal Year 2000 and is part of a 
multiyear plan to enable the Peace 
Corps to reach its goal of 10,000 Volun-
teers by 2003. Reaching this mark has 
been a long-standing goal of Congress—
a goal set into law in 1985. 

Despite the consistent endorsement 
of the growth plan, the Appropriations 
Committee has recommended a $50 mil-
lion reduction in funding from the au-
thorized amount (and $20 million less 
than the Peace Corps current budget of 
$240 million). This appropriation is ill-
advised. If enacted, it would deny the 
Peace Corps the opportunity to reach 
its goal of 10,000 Volunteers serving 
abroad. And, even worse, it would force 
the Agency to cut the current level of 
Volunteers by over 1,000 (That is, from 
6,700 to 5,700) Volunteers). 

I recognize the constraints under 
which the Peace Corps and all federal 
programs must operate. For that rea-
son, I have been a close observer of the 
Peace Corps activities, as has Senator 
DODD, in exercising our oversight re-
sponsibilities. I remain confident that 
the Peace Corps remains the best for-
eign assistance program of its kind, 
and that it has systems in place to con-
tinue fielding Volunteers responsibly 
and efficiently. Part of the genius of 
the Peace Corps is its ability to use a 
relatively small amount of money to 
do big things. Even if the Peace Corps 
received full funding at $270 million, 
the amount would be about 1 percent of 
our foreign aid budget. 

Mr. President, I believe that the 
Peace Corps is well prepared to begin 
implementation of the multi-year plan. 
I urge the appropriators to join the 
Members of Congress from both sides of 
the aisle and in both Houses who have 
overwhelmingly endorsed this worthy 
goal. 

f 

U.S.-HAITI POLICY 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I have a 
long standing interest in Haiti. I have 
made seven trips to this island nation 
in the past four years. I have spoken 
often about the developments in that 
country here on the Senate floor. I am 
here today because I am extremely 
concerned about the tumultuous condi-
tions in Haiti. And, I feel the United 
States must understand the immediacy 
and vast importance of the present sit-
uation in order to act in an appropriate 
way. 
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Mr. President, the serious political 

and financial circumstances leave 
Haiti at a crossroads. In order to sur-
vive, Haiti must act decisively, and the 
global community must respond ac-
cordingly. 

It is of vital importance that Haiti 
holds Parliamentary elections this 
year, and that we respond with our 
technical and security resources to 
support and strengthen this process. In 
addition, the U.S. Governments’ policy 
on limiting financial assistance, which 
in the past I have whole heartedly em-
braced and which has been effective, 
should now be re-thought. 

Haiti has a heritage of political tur-
moil and unrest. To understand the 
present situation, one must first com-
prehend the series of events in the two 
years which have led to this unfortu-
nate circumstance. 

The seriously flawed April 6, 1997 
elections, which attracted less than 5 
percent of the Haitian electorate, pro-
voked the resignation in June 1997 of 
Prime Minister Rosney Smarth. For 
twenty months, a political deadlock 
existed between President Rene Preval 
and the majority party in Parliament 
over the contested April 1997 elections 
and over President Preval’s nominee 
for Prime Minister, Jacques Edouard 
Alexis. The political crisis virtually 
paralyzed the government and delayed 
millions of dollars in international aid 
to Haiti. 

Mr. President, in January of this 
year, Haiti’s drawn out crisis took a 
very troubling turn when President 
Preval announced that the Haitian Na-
tional Assembly’s term had expired and 
that he would proceed to install a gov-
ernment by ‘‘executive order.’’ What 
happened in essence, of course, was 
that President Preval chose to ignore 
Haiti’s Parliament and rule by decree. 
Tragically, President Preval effec-
tively disbanded the Parliament and 
stripped them of their power. 

Even though Prime Minister Alexis 
was approved by both Houses before 
the Parliament was dissolved, the new 
Prime Minister does not yet have any 
authority to govern because his cabi-
net has not been approved by the Par-
liament. And since there is no func-
tioning Parliament, there can be no 
confirmation of the Prime Minister’s 
cabinet. We have gone from a long pe-
riod without a Prime Minister in Haiti 
to a period now without a governing 
Parliament. 

While the political crisis in Haiti 
deepens, there has been some progress 
made. In March of this year, President 
Preval and the opposition political par-
ties agreed on a Provisional Electoral 
Council, charge with establishing fair 
and equal elections. And the Council 
has been effective. Specifically, the 
Council recently made a brave and bold 
move by announcing the annulment of 
the April 1997 elections. Mr. President, 
I applaud this recent action. We need 

to support this recent overture and 
take it to the next level. We must urge 
the Haitians to have parliamentary 
elections. 

We know that the present political 
vacuum must be filled with a credible 
government or else, we may risk it 
being filled by a de facto dictatorship. 
The global community has the respon-
sibility to take action now. 

First, the Haitians must have Par-
liamentary elections before the end of 
this year. A balance of power is funda-
mental to an effective democracy. The 
election of a new Parliament prior to 
Presidential elections in December 
2000, begins establishing this 
foundational balance, which is in the 
best interest of Haiti. 

The United States and the inter-
national community have the ability 
and resources to help in two specific 
ways, through technical assistance and 
security reinforcement. In order to en-
sure that the Haitians hold free, fair, 
open, and credible elections , the 
United States, in partnership with the 
international community, must lever-
age all available assets in a coordi-
nated effort to support the election 
process. 

The United States should provide re-
sources in support of the election proc-
ess to include the encouragement of po-
litical coalition building. The technical 
assistance can be coordinated by the 
other countries who are involved in 
Haiti that can also provide substantial 
financial help. 

In addition to the technical assist-
ance, Haiti’s security must be 
strengthened in order for the elections 
to be held in a safe environment. We 
must increase support to the Haitian 
National Police. In addition, provisions 
should be made so that United Nations 
Civilian Police—known as the 
CIVPOL—can continue it’s important 
mission through this election period. 
There should also be a large and sig-
nificant presence of international ob-
servers during the six to eight weeks 
prior of the elections. These basic ac-
tions taken quickly and with authority 
will demonstrate that the United 
States is committed to democracy in 
Haiti. 

Second, we need to re-assess U.S. pol-
icy on financial assistance to Haiti. 

For the past several years, the U.S. 
Government has conditioned assistance 
to the Haiti due to the Haitian Govern-
ment’s ineptness. While the United 
States has tried to help Haiti sustain 
democracy, unfortunately, the Haitian 
Government has lacked political will. 
The Haitian Government has not taken 
action to resolve a number of 
extrajudicial and political killings in 
Haiti and there have been numerous 
human rights violations. The Govern-
ment has also been extremely slow in 
privatization of its government owned 
enterprises, and it has not been ac-
countable in maintaining government 

institutions through their constitu-
tional and electoral processes. 

Let me be clear when I say that the 
objective in our conditioning of assist-
ance to Haiti was to urge the Haitian 
Government to take the necessary 
steps to overcome these concerns and 
challenges. Our conditioning of assist-
ance has produced some positive 
change in Haiti. With the upcoming 
Parliamentarian elections in Haiti, 
however, it is important that we pro-
vide flexibility in our assistance to as-
sure that these very important and 
needed elections are transparent. 

Today, Mr. President, I am sug-
gesting that the U.S. Government 
focus its appropriation policy on ac-
countability. While the Congress is not 
losing the opportunity to review and 
perform oversight of our appropriated 
funds to Haiti, this new language sets 
congressional priorities. Specifically, 
the top areas include: First, aggressive 
action to support the institution of the 
Haitian National Police; second, steps 
to ensure that any elections under-
taken in Haiti with U.S. assistance are 
full, free, fair and transparent; third, a 
program designed to develop the indig-
enous human rights monitoring capac-
ity; fourth, steps to facilitate the con-
tinued privatization of state-owned en-
terprises; and fifth, a sustained agri-
culture development program. 

We have also incorporated reporting 
requirement language so that the Ad-
ministration can give U.S. a detailed 
assessment of each benchmark. This 
new language was drafted by several 
Senators including myself and Sen-
ators HELMS, DODD, and GRAHAM. 

The ideological and financial 
crossway that is before Haiti is of na-
tional and global importance. The U.S. 
national interest is served by a stable, 
democratic, prospering Haiti that co-
operates with U.S. counter-drug ef-
forts. We can help ensure this end 
through our technical and physical 
support of immediate Parliamentary 
elections and through lifting the limi-
tations on financial assistance. Our Na-
tion’s eyes have been so focused across 
the Atlantic that I fear we may have 
forgotten our responsibility in our own 
hemisphere. But, now is the time to act 
in order that democracy may take her 
proper place in this hemisphere. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I 
thank the managers of this bill for 
their work on this legislation. This is 
not an easy bill. 

I certainly commend their efforts to 
keep this bill within the budget caps. I 
regret that in trying to balance our 
many important priorities, inter-
national affairs spending may have suf-
fered disproportionately. 

Mr. President, national security can 
not be viewed solely through a defense 
lens, but also must comprise all the 
critical preventive measures offered 
through an active foreign affairs pro-
gram. This means continuing to fight 
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the spread of disease and drugs, pro-
viding adequate nutrition for children 
and families, and pursuing U.S. goals 
in arms reduction. We also should con-
tinue to make our full contributions to 
the multilateral institutions, in par-
ticular the United Nations, on which 
the United States relies. 

I will, however, support this legisla-
tion. 

However, I do wish to comment on 
one area of funding in particular which 
has suffered cuts in this legislation, 
and that is international peacekeeping. 
This bill appropriates funds for Amer-
ica’s voluntary peacekeeping activi-
ties, which includes such things as our 
contributions to the Israel-Lebanon 
Monitoring Group, to the Organization 
for Security and Cooperation in Europe 
(OSCE), and to the Multinational Force 
and Observers (MFO) in the Middle 
East. The voluntary peacekeeping ac-
count also funds our contributions to 
important peacekeeping initiatives in 
Africa, including through an Africa re-
gional fund and through the Africa Cri-
sis Response Initiative. 

But Mr. President, this bill would cut 
the voluntary peacekeeping account by 
$50 million off the President’s request; 
that’s 40% below the request. While the 
bill would support a slight increase 
from last year’s appropriation for this 
account, I am afraid that this level is 
inadequate to support our peace-
keeping efforts in Africa. 

This voluntary peacekeeping fund is 
designed to support peacekeeping ef-
forts other than assessed missions by 
the United Nations, which are funded 
separately through an account in an-
other appropriations bill. The account 
funded in this bill is designed to try to 
anticipate needs in the peacekeeping 
arena, but also to be flexible and pre-
pared to deal with unanticipated con-
tingencies. 

This morning, the chairman of the 
Subcommittee, the distinguished gen-
tleman from Kentucky, made the as-
sertion that the administration’s re-
quest regarding peacekeeping was, in 
his words, ‘‘redundant,’’ because there 
is more than one account that provides 
funds for peacekeeping in Africa. 

But, Mr. President, I would respect-
fully disagree with this characteriza-
tion and note that the requirements for 
peacekeeping in Africa are such that a 
distinct account may be required. 

At a recent hearing of the Senate 
Subcommittee on Africa, Chairman 
FRIST and I heard testimony regarding 
the conflict raging in Central Africa, in 
which there are currently as many as 
nine countries involved. These wars 
don’t get much press attention in the 
United States, but it is likely that 
more people are dying there right now 
than we have seen killed in Kosovo in 
recent months and in a number of 
other well publicized conflicts outside 
Africa. 

Mr. President, it is easy to make gen-
eralizations about the causes of con-

flict in Africa, but I think its roots are 
not well understood. 

At that hearing, I posed some impor-
tant questions which I would like to re-
peat here on the floor. 

First, what is the basis for U.S. pol-
icy in Africa? Is it to support democ-
racy and respect for human rights? Is 
it to avoid genocide? Is it to encourage 
stability and economic development? 
These are some of the things I hear ad-
ministration officials saying, but 
sometimes I am not sure our actions 
are consistent with these lofty goals. 
For example, some would question how 
the United States government hopes to 
prevent genocide, when it is often hesi-
tant to condemn atrocities that fall 
short of genocide. Some also question 
our commitment to preventing geno-
cide in the future when our govern-
ment has so far declined to examine in 
any detail our own weak response dur-
ing the 1994 crisis. 

Second, if there were to be another 
‘‘genocide’’—assuming there is con-
sensus as to the meaning of that 
word—what steps is the United States 
prepared to take to stop it? Is NATO 
going to start launching air strikes 
against the offending powers? We all 
know that is unrealistic, yet the crisis 
in Kosovo is causing a lot of people—
including Members of Congress and in-
cluding myself—to ask: ‘‘Why Kosovo 
and not Rwanda?’’ Why is it that the 
United States can spend billions of dol-
lars trying to stop ethnic cleansing in 
one place, but yet wouldn’t even use 
the word ‘‘genocide’’ in the Rwanda 
case until two months after the killing 
started, and thousands had been killed? 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee, the 
Senator from Kentucky, also noted the 
Committee’s intent to have Serbia des-
ignated as a terrorist state, which is 
mandated in the legislation. I support 
this designation, and I agree with my 
colleague that it is hard to understand 
the difference, as he said this morning 
on the floor, ‘‘between thugs blowing 
up a village with a car bomb or thugs 
shelling and burning a village to the 
ground. The intent and impact are the 
same. In both instances, innocent civil-
ians are the targets and the victims.’’ 

Mr. President, this is precisely my 
point. Only I would make this point 
with respect to Africa and say this: I 
do not understand the difference be-
tween the terror and violence that is 
going on in Sierra Leone and what is 
going on in Kosovo! In both instances, 
innocent civilians are the targets and 
the victims. Yet the bill before us 
today provides millions of dollars to 
support peacekeeping and other activi-
ties for Kosovo, and barely anything 
for similar activities in Africa. 

I do not understand how the decision 
to intervene in Kosovo fits in with an 
overall post-Cold War American for-
eign policy strategy. Obviously, the 
tragedies and the horrors that have 

been perpetrated in Kosovo demand a 
response and that response must in-
clude a role for the United States. But 
as the world’s only superpower, I do 
not believe the United States is able to 
act effectively only in Europe or only 
in our own region. We have shown our 
ability to project overwhelming power 
throughout the world. Is an accident of 
geography sufficient to allow inaction 
in Africa, while Kosovo requires a huge 
commitment? This question needs to 
be answered not so much for me but for 
the American people, and to some ex-
tent for the people of Africa. They do 
not understand, and I do not under-
stand, why one tragedy demands our 
attention and our action, and another 
one simply does not. 

Mr. President, my point here is that, 
given the overwhelming response to 
the events in the Balkans, the very 
least we can do in response to conflict 
in Africa is to support regional peace-
keeping efforts, as well as do all we can 
on the preventive side. 

The United States has been a signifi-
cant contributor to existing regional 
efforts such as the actions of the Eco-
nomic Community of West African 
States, or ECOWAS, and its peace-
keeping force, ECOMOG in both Libe-
ria and in the ongoing conflict in Si-
erra Leone. There is no doubt that 
ECOMOG has had its share of problems, 
but nevertheless, it is solely through 
the efforts of this regional peace-
keeping force that there is even the 
hope of a peaceful resolution in the Si-
erra Leone situation. 

Mr. President, we can never truly an-
ticipate the extent of needs such as 
this, and I would hope we could allow 
the administration some flexibility in 
this account. We should ensure the 
availability of funding to provide re-
sources to support what I hope will be 
a peace agreement in Sierra Leone and 
maybe a cease-fire agreement in the 
conflict between Ethiopia and Eritrea. 
If these positive developments take 
place, the United States should be 
poised to provide some support. This is 
no time to send a signal that we are 
not concerned with these crises. 

Finally, just a quick word about the 
two Africa-related portions of this vol-
untary account. As I understand his re-
marks, the Senator from Kentucky be-
lieves it is ‘‘redundant’’ to have both 
an Africa Regional fund and monies for 
the Africa Crisis Response Initiative. 
But in my view, these two funds serve 
two separate purposes. The first, the 
Africa regional fund, represents our 
traditional peacekeeping functions. 
This is the account that has been used 
to provide logistical assistance to 
ECOMOG in both the Liberia and Si-
erra Leone cases. The other, the Africa 
Crisis Response Initiative (ACRI), is 
different. ACRI seeks to assist African 
militaries to build their own capacities 
to conduct peacekeeping operations. It 
is hoped that countries which now re-
ceive training under ACRI would agree 
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to participate in future peacekeeping 
operations. In this regard, ACRI rep-
resents a forward-leaning approach; 
call it ‘‘preventive diplomacy.’’ 

Mr. President, ACRI has been in op-
eration for just a short while and can 
still be considered in its early stage. 
Most of the militaries that have re-
ceived training through ACRI have 
been trained at the company or, in a 
few cases, battalion levels, but an im-
portant aspect of the program is also 
to conduct brigade level training. As 
envisioned, the brigade level training 
is key to the whole ACRI program be-
cause it would expand joint training 
exercises between and among partici-
pating countries and would help ensure 
interoperability between and among 
the forces of contributing nations. 

Mr. President, just as the ACRI pro-
gram is getting underway, I do not 
think we should be cutting support for 
it. Our efforts to build peacekeeping 
capacity in Africa will fail if we can 
not assist in preparing our partners to 
actually participate and conduct 
peacekeeping operations. 

In summary, Mr. President, I believe 
the voluntary peacekeeping account 
represents an important part of our 
international affairs funding, and of 
America’s ability to lead in the world, 
and I am concerned that the cuts to 
this account will have an inordinate 
impact on Africa. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG Mr. President, I 
rise today first of all to thank and 
commend the Chairman and the rank-
ing member of the Foreign Operations 
Appropriations Subcommittee for their 
efforts to develop a bill to meet pri-
ority foreign affairs needs within the 
limits of the subcommittee allocation. 

Mr. President, the Budget Resolution 
did not allocate sufficient resources for 
Foreign Affairs and the Foreign Oper-
ations Subcommittee frankly did not 
receive a sufficient allocation to main-
tain America’s world leadership role 
We need to recognize that neither iso-
lationism nor limited engagement is an 
option if we want to maintain Amer-
ica’s security and prosperity. 

We need to realize that we cannot 
conduct effective foreign policy solely 
by having a strong military In fact, by 
limiting funding for other tools of di-
plomacy we increase our reliance on 
threats and use of military force. 

This bill fails to fulfill the Presi-
dent’s request in numerous areas. 

I am deeply concerned that the Wye 
aid package for Israel, the Palestin-
ians, and Jordan requested by the 
President has not been fully funded 
The fact that it could not be accommo-
dated within the subcommittee alloca-
tion without drastically cutting impor-
tant programs around the world merely 
reinforces my previous point. 

In the near future, we are going to 
have to step up to the responsibility of 
funding aid to help implement the Wye 
River Memorandum I hope the Chair-

man will agree that we will need to 
find a way to fund this aid outside the 
confines of this bill This is a small 
price to pay for continued and renewed 
efforts to achieve a lasting peace in the 
Middle East. 

The bill does not include the $60 mil-
lion I sought for tuberculosis preven-
tion programs We need much stronger 
programs to combat tuberculosis now 
Tuberculosis kills more people world-
wide than AIDS and malaria combined, 
yet receives substantially fewer aid 
dollars. 

TB is spread easily and each active 
case leads to many more, so concerted 
global action to bring TB under con-
trol, now estimated to require $1 bil-
lion, becomes more expensive the 
longer we wait We need to find more 
resources to begin to confront the chal-
lenge of TB this year. 

I hope we will also be able to find an 
additional $20 million for the United 
Nations Development Program UNDP 
has made great strides in cutting costs 
and improving coordination among UN 
agencies in the field to more effec-
tively deliver essential assistance and 
promote sustainable economic develop-
ment. 

Unfortunately, we’re penalizing the 
poor in many countries by following 
the Administration’s lead and failing 
to restore funding for UNDP to $100 
million. 

I am also concerned that the bill sig-
nificantly underfunds debt relief for 
the poorest countries. 

Funding for the Peace Corps is re-
duced from the requested level, when it 
should have been increased to make 
progress toward the President’s goal of 
fielding ten thousand Peace Corps Vol-
unteers. 

Even counter terrorism programs 
have not been adequately funded. 

Having raised these concerns, let me 
reiterate my commendation to the sub-
committee Chairman and Ranking 
Member for making a real effort to 
achieve a balanced bill while remaining 
within an allocation nearly $2 billion 
below the President’s request. 

I would also like to thank the sub-
committee chairman and ranking 
member for including many important 
programs. In particular, Seeds of Peace 
contributes to reconciliation in the 
Middle East by bringing together 
young people from throughout the re-
gion, including Israelis and Palestin-
ians and other Arabs. 

Carelift International, which is large-
ly funded by the private sector, im-
proves health care in transition and de-
veloping countries at low cost by shar-
ing refurbished American medical 
equipment. 

Senator MCCONNELL has also put 
some real dollars behind the rhetoric 
supporting regional integration in 
Southeast Europe. We need to aid the 
Kosovars to rebuild their shattered 
lives and help the countries and peo-

ples of this troubled region to over-
come their differences and their his-
tory and truly become a part of the 
new Europe. 

I do hope we will be able to restore 
funding requested by the Administra-
tion for regional programs under the 
SEED Act, including programs to com-
bat trans-national crime. 

I am not offering amendments to in-
crease allocations to unfunded or un-
derfunded programs because I think it 
would be very difficult to do so without 
reducing funding for other priorities. 

I voted for this bill in the sub-
committee and committee because I 
think Senators MCCONNELL and LEAHY 
have done a good job with the limited 
resources available to them. I will like-
ly vote for the bill in the Senate as 
well, but not without deep reservations 
about the overall funding level and pri-
orities which have not been funded ade-
quately. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, United 

States national security and economic 
well-being is closely tied to our ability 
to formulate and execute foreign poli-
cies that both protect our interests and 
reflect our ideals. It is the responsi-
bility of the Congress to pass legisla-
tion on foreign policy consistent with 
those interests and ideals. We may dif-
fer about the means, but we seldom dis-
agree about the goal: political stability 
and economic prosperity in every re-
gion of the globe. Sometimes we em-
ploy political and economic sanctions 
in pursuit of our objectives; sometimes 
we resort to the use of military force. 
These responsibilities are considerable, 
and they are real. And we owe it to the 
American public to handle them re-
sponsibly. 

I do not wish to exaggerate the impli-
cations of the questionable spending 
that is included in the bill before us. 
Clearly, the wasteful and unnecessary 
spending provisions, as well as the nu-
merous earmarks, threaten neither our 
national interest nor our economic 
well-being. They do, however, detract 
from the integrity of the process by 
which the federal budget is put to-
gether, and they do undermine our 
credibility with the public. The net re-
sult is to diminish our ability to con-
tribute substantially to this nation’s 
national security and economic poli-
cies. Frivolous items placed in major 
spending bills for parochial or personal 
reasons is a serious disservice to the 
institution to which we belong, and to 
the public that we serve. 

It is for this reason that is so dis-
couraging to read the foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill and find 
that, once again, it includes $5 million 
to establish an International Law En-
forcement Academy in Roswell, New 
Mexico. To see that provision once 
again placed in the bill is to reaffirm 
the notion that fiscal prudence and 
operational requirements are alien 
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concepts to some members of this 
body. Similarly, language in the report 
accompanying the bill recommending 
that the Agency for International De-
velopment spend as much as necessary 
on such worthwhile projects as re-
search on pond dynamics strikes me as 
representing a seriously misplaced 
sense of priorities. And should we real-
ly be earmarking more than $1 million 
in additional funds so that a Minnesota 
job training program can shift its de-
pendence to private sector funding? In 
a foreign aid bill? I have to question 
the wisdom of provisions like these. 

Mr. President, as United States mili-
tary forces take up positions in Kosovo 
while others continue their peace-
keeping efforts in Bosnia and soldiers 
serve unaccompanied hardship tours on 
the demilitarized zone of the Korean 
peninsula, what kind of message are we 
sending about our role in the foreign 
policy process when we pass a bill that 
directs the Agency for International 
Development to study and, almost cer-
tainly, fund research on protea 
germplasm in South Africa? With all 
the problems around the world de-
manding our attention, do we really 
need to focus on the future welfare of 
the Waboom tree? I think not. And, of 
course, the bill provides the usual ab-
surd amount—specified as ‘‘at least’’ $4 
million—for that oldie but goodie, the 
International Fertilizer Center in Ala-
bama. I have to believe, Mr. President, 
that if the Department of State or the 
Agency for International Development 
agreed with the need to spend so much 
annually out of the foreign operations 
budget for research on fertilizer, it 
would probably include such an item in 
its budget request. 

Israel and Hawaii collaborating on 
research regarding the competitiveness 
of the tropical fish and plant global 
market sounds contrived, but I’ll allow 
for the possibility that there’s more to 
that program than meets the eye. 
When viewed alongside the report’s 
language ‘‘urging’’ AID to allocate 
$500,000 for the Pacific International 
Center for High Technology Research, 
a pattern begins to form, but I won’t 
elaborate further. 

As usual, the foreign operations ap-
propriations bill includes a long list of 
earmarks for specific American univer-
sities, the very kind of budgeting that 
ensures the American taxpayers get 
the least value for their dollar. A com-
petitive process wherein funding is al-
located according to which project, if 
any, is the most meritorious is a pre-
ferred process for allocating financial 
resources, but this bill goes far in the 
opposite direction. As a leader in the 
effort at developing normal economic 
relations with Vietnam, I applaud 
projects designed to facilitate the es-
tablishment of a market economy in 
that country; whether Boise State Uni-
versity deserves a $3 million earmark 
to establish a business school there, 
however, strains credulity. 

There is much that is good in this 
bill in terms of genuine efforts at im-
proving health care in less developed 
countries. I continue to be troubled, 
however, by the Committee’s tendency 
to specify precisely which organiza-
tions it believes should be the recipient 
of foreign aid dollars. That is a prac-
tice that deserves closer scrutiny than 
heretofore has been the case. I would 
like to think that such determinations 
are solely merit based following a com-
petitive process and that parochial 
considerations play no part. Skep-
ticism, though, is warranted. 

In closing, I am a strong supporter of 
maintaining an active U.S. role in 
global affairs. United States foreign 
aid programs are an essential instru-
ment of our national security policy. 
Even with the vast number of troubling 
items in this bill, I will support its pas-
sage. But I would be remiss in my re-
sponsibilities were I to ignore what I 
firmly believe is an imprudent budg-
eting process that has a self-defeating 
tendency to squander foreign aid dol-
lars that we can ill-afford to waste. I 
will continue to hope for improvements 
in the process by which these bills are 
assembled. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the accompanying list be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING, AND 

RELATED PROGRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 (S. 1234)—DIRECTIVE 
LANGUAGE AND EARMARKS 

REPORT LANGUAGE PROVISIONS 
Overseas Private Investment Corporation: 

Directs the Overseas Private Investment 
Corporation (OPIC) to support establishment 
of a new $200 million Maritime Fund using 
United States commercial maritime exper-
tise. Earmark is included as Section 539 in 
the bill text. 

University Development Assistance Pro-
grams: The Committee annually earmarks or 
‘‘recommends’’ funding for specific univer-
sities around the United States without ben-
efit of competitive analytical processes to 
determine the value of the activity and 
whether it can best be done in an alternate 
manner. The following universities are ex-
pected to continue to receive such funds: 

University of Hawaii, to train health care 
and social workers; 

University of Northern Iowa, to incor-
porate democratic concepts and practices 
into schools and teachers education pro-
grams; 

Washington State University, for water re-
search in the Middle East; 

Purdue University, for water research in 
the Middle East; 

South Carolina University, for water re-
search in the Middle East; 

Mississippi State University, at least 
$500,000 for water research in Turkey; 

George Mason University, for health care 
in developing countries; 

San Diego University Foundation Middle 
East Development Program, to promote dia-
logue among Middle Eastern experts on 
water planning; 

Boise State University, $3 million to estab-
lish a business school in Vietnam; 

University of Idaho, $300,000, to train engi-
neers in Guatemala in water management; 

Utah State University, to establish, with 
$2.1 million, a World Irrigation Training Cen-
ter; 

University of South Alabama, $1 million to 
monitor birth defects in Ukraine; 

Auburn University, $450,000 to continue its 
relationship with Osmania University in 
India; 

University of Louisville, Spalding Univer-
sity, University of Indiana/Purdue, Univer-
sity of Wisconsin, University of Maine and 
Notre Dame, to continue to support the es-
tablishment of an American University in 
Jordan; 

St. Thomas University, Miami, Florida, $5 
million to continue to encourage and pro-
mote democratic principles in Africa; 

University of Idaho, at least $485,000 for the 
university’s Post Harvest Institute for Per-
ishables under the Collaborative Agri-
business Support Program; 

Montana State University-Bozeman, $1 
million for soil management, recommended 
to be conducted at MSU-Bozeman; and 

Washington State University, AID is ex-
pected to work with WSU to establish small 
business development centers in Romania 
and Russia. 

Maintenance of Protea Germplasm: Directs 
AID to consider and fund if meritorious a 
joint proposal from the South Africa and 
United States protea industries. 

Tropical Plant and Animal Research Ini-
tiative: AID is urged to consider a joint ap-
plication from Israel and Hawaii to collabo-
rate on research regarding the competitive-
ness of the tropical fish and plant global 
market. 

International Fertilizer Development Cen-
ter: ‘‘at least’’ $4 million is earmarked for 
the center. 

Pacific Islands Renewable Energy Dem-
onstration: AID is urged to allocate $500,000 
for the Pacific International Center for High 
Technology Research. 

Soils Management Collaborative Research 
Support Program: The Committee rec-
ommends that AID fund the program for as 
much as is necessary for the achievement of 
the goals of all approved projects. 

Opportunities Industrialization Centers, 
International: at least $1 million is ear-
marked to enable OIC International in Min-
nesota to continue its transition to private 
sector funding. 

U.S. Telecommunications Training Insti-
tute: earmarks $500,000 for the USTTI. 

Mitch McConnell Conservation Fund: ear-
marks $500,000 for the Charles Darwin Re-
search Station and the Charles Darwin Foun-
dation to support research on the Galapagos 
Islands. 

Johns Hopkins University’s centers in Bo-
logna, Italy, and Nanjing, China [the Com-
mittee directs that at least $600,000 be pro-
vided the Nanjing center, noting its dis-
appointment with AID for not being suffi-
ciently attentive to that institution’s fund-
ing.] 

Medical Relief: $7 million is earmarked for 
Carelift International, Philadelphia, to con-
tinue and expand its operations in needy 
countries. 

Orphanages: $4 million is recommended for 
improving orphanage facilities in Russia, the 
funding to be provided through Rotary Inter-
national, the Anchorage Interfaith Council, 
and the Municipality of Anchorage. 

BILL LANGUAGE 

International Law Enforcement Academy 
for the Western Hemisphere, Roswell, New 
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Mexico: The bill earmarks $5 million for es-
tablishment of an International Law En-
forcement Academy for the Western Hemi-
sphere, to be located at the deBremmond 
Training Center in Roswell, NM. 

Global Environment Facility: the bill ear-
marks $25 million as the U.S. contribution to 
the Global Environment Facility. 

Bilateral Economic Assistance: Note: The 
report accompanying S. 1234 uses the influ-
ence of the Appropriations Committee to en-
sure that funds go to specified organizations 
without regard for alternative means of ac-
complishing desired objectives, which in 
most cases are inarguably worthwhile: 

Tuberculosis: Specifies the American Lung 
Association and the American Thoracic So-
ciety as nongovernmental organizations that 
should be supported. 

Maternal Health: Encourages AID to pro-
vide $4 million to Maternal Life Inter-
national to reduce maternal mortality and 
provide health care for HIV in Sub-Saharan 
Africa. 

Iodine Deficiency: Recommends that AID 
provide $2 million in Child Survival funds to 
Kiwanis International via UNICEF. 

Polio Eradication: Provides $25 million and 
encourages the provision by AID of funds for 
Rotary International. 

Vitamins for At-Risk Women, Infants and 
Children: Encourages provision by AID of 
$2.8 million to Magee Womancare Inter-
national to develop a program for children in 
orphanages. 

Hepatitis: Encourages AID to support the 
Ramses Foundation in its work in Egypt. 

Orphans, Displaced, and Blind Children: 
Recommends AID provide at least $1 million 
through Helen Keller International for its 
work with displaced children and orphans. 

American Schools and Hospitals Abroad: 
The Appropriations Committee regularly al-
locates funds for specific institutions, usu-
ally the same institutions every year, under 
the American Schools and Hospitals Abroad 
program. The following are specified as de-
serving of further support: 

American University in Beirut; 
The Lebanese American University (for-

merly Beirut University College) 
Hadassah Medical Organization 
Feinberg Graduate School of the Weizmann 

Institute of Science, Israel 
University College Dublin: AID is re-

quested to consider funding the establish-
ment of a Center of American Studies at the 
Dublin center. 

Lebanon: earmarks minimum of $4 million 
for the American University of Beirut, Leba-
nese American University and International 
College and recognizes the ‘‘commendable ef-
forts’’ of the YMCA of Lebanon. 

India: $250,000 for healthcare in the 
Sringeri region of India should be adminis-
tered by the Sharada Dhanvantari Chari-
table Hospital. 

Tibet: AID is urged to support development 
projects sponsored by the Bridge Fund. 

Promoting Economic Growth: Supports $9 
million to fund the International Center for 
Economic Growth’s Global Stability Project 
to implement a ‘‘third generation’’ macro-
economic model. 

Patrick Leahy War Victims Fund: Rec-
ommends that $10 million be allocated for 
activities carried out by the Patrick Leahy 
Fund. 

Palestinian-Israeli Cooperation Program: 
The Committee recommends $600,000 for the 
program, which seeks to facilitate the estab-
lishment of cooperative projects in medicine, 
science, the arts, and children’s activities. 

Distance Learning Technology: AID is 
urged to maintain funding for programs ori-

ented toward legal reform in Central and 
Eastern Europe, including through the Cen-
tral and Eastern European Law Institute.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the for-
eign operations appropriation bill is a 
crucial bill. It is integral to all of our 
assistance programs overseas. The 
bill’s importance to American foreign 
policy cannot be over emphasized. This 
bill provides funding for development 
aid to poor countries, funds to combat 
terrorism and proliferation of nuclear 
weapons overseas, and monies for all of 
the multilateral financial institutions 
which lend to needy countries. 

As I see it, the bill before the Senate 
has two major problems. First, the bill 
as a whole is significantly under-fund-
ed. The amount dedicated to our na-
tion’s foreign operations is almost $2 
billion below the President’s request 
for funding. 

I understand that some of this is due 
to the caps placed on expenditures as 
part of the Balanced Budget Act of 
1997; however, we in the Senate cannot 
hide behind that piece of legislation 
every time we want an excuse for why 
the administration’s appropriations re-
quests are under funded. I am not say-
ing that this is not a legitimate reason 
for not granting the President’s entire 
request, but $2 billion is an enormous 
shortfall. 

In addition to inadequate funding 
overall, there are particular programs 
and foreign policy initiatives which are 
either funded at a level which is dras-
tically reduced from the President’s re-
quest, or which have not been funded 
at all. 

Mr. President, the administration in 
its statement of policy with respect to 
this bill has clearly stated that ‘‘A bill 
funded at this level would be grossly 
inadequate to maintain America’s 
leadership around the world. It would 
inevitably require severe reductions 
from previously enacted levels for pro-
grams managed by the Departments of 
State and Treasury, the Agency for 
International Development and other 
agencies.’’

The statement quite clearly states 
that if the significant funding and lan-
guage problems in this bill as reported 
are not resolved that ‘‘the President’s 
senior advisors have no choice but to 
recommend that he veto the bill.’’

I wish to speak to several very im-
portant aspects of this bill that must 
be addressed in conference. First, the 
bill fails to provide the $500 million re-
quested by the President to support the 
Middle East Wye River Agreement. 

Second, it fails to fund the adminis-
tration’s Expanded Threat Reduction 
Initiative, so important to our ability 
to reduce the proliferation threat and 
continue the elimination of weapons of 
mass destruction. 

Third, this bill imposes new onerous 
conditions on U.S. funding for the 1994 
Agreed Framework, the cornerstone of 
our North Korea policy. 

I also have very strong concerns with 
respect to two provisions in the bill re-
lating to Kosovo and our ongoing rela-
tionship with Russia. 

Unfortunately, by withholding crit-
ical support for Jordan, Israel, and the 
Palestinian Authority, this bill would 
have us renege on the commitments 
that made the Wye River agreement 
possible. The leaders of Jordan, the 
Palestinian Authority, and Israel have 
taken great risks for peace. We pledged 
to stand with them as they took these 
risks. 

In the months ahead, we will un-
doubtedly be called upon to play a lead 
role in the peace talks. But by refusing 
to fund one penny of the President’s re-
quest for the Wye River agreement, 
this bill calls into question our com-
mitment to Middle East peace just as 
there is renewed hope for accelerated 
progress. 

Some may argue that the Middle 
East gets enough assistance as it is. 
Relative to other accounts that may be 
true, but the levels of assistance to the 
Middle East are a reflection of the stra-
tegic and moral issues at stake. 

The funds requested by the adminis-
tration are in keeping with our com-
mitment to Israel’s security. They will 
help wage battle in Palestinian areas 
against the greatest enemy of peace—
namely, the poverty and despair that 
provides a fertile breeding ground for 
extremism. They will help bolster Jor-
dan—a close ally whose peace with 
Israel should serve as a model for oth-
ers in the region. 

I am convinced that the sums re-
quested by the administration to sup-
port peace pale in comparison to the 
costs we would incur if conflict and 
turmoil returned to the Middle East. 

One of the most disturbing elements 
of this bill is its failure to fund the Ex-
panded Threat Reduction Initiative 
that helps reduce the threat of weapons 
of mass destruction. Technically the 
cuts are to the larger budget lines for 
aid to the Newly Independent States 
and for Nonproliferation and related 
programs. But report language calls 
the funding of Expanded Threat Reduc-
tion Initiative programs ‘‘ill advised,’’ 
and they will bear the brunt of these 
cuts. 

Weapons of mass destruction dwarf 
the other threats to our national secu-
rity. If we fail to help Russian experts 
find nonmilitary employment, we may 
foster Iran’s nuclear weapons, or Iraq’s 
biological weapons, or Libyan missiles. 
Even a single use of such weapons 
against the United States, U.S. forces, 
or our allies would be a terrible trag-
edy—especially if we failed to prevent 
it. 

The failure to fund the Expanded 
Threat Reduction Initiatives means no 
funds—not even the levels appropriated 
last year—for helping Russian biologi-
cal weapons experts find new careers. 
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This is a vital program that has en-
abled biological weapons experts to re-
sist offers from Iran and other rogue 
states. We should be expanding this 
program, rather than cutting it. 

The Threat Reduction cut means no 
funds for the International Science and 
Technology Centers in Russia and 
Ukraine that have helped over 24,000 
former weapons scientists since 1994. 
The Science Center program has been 
very successful. It has been praised for 
its tight management, under board 
chairman Ron Lehman, a former offi-
cial in Republican administrations 
whom we all know to be a true patriot. 
Science Center support for Russian sci-
entists is exempt from Russian taxes. 
We should be expanding this program, 
too, rather than cutting it. 

The Threat Reduction cut means no 
funds—not even last year’s levels—for 
the Civilian Research and Development 
Foundation, which gives vital training 
to Russian former weapons scientists 
who are trying to form viable busi-
nesses. We tell Russian weapons ex-
perts to adapt to a market economy. 
But they will never achieve that, if we 
don’t give them the training. And if 
they fail, they will be ripe for the 
plucking by rogue states who would 
buy their weapons expertise. 

The Threat Reduction cut means no 
funds—not even last year’s levels—to 
assist customs officials in Russia and 
the rest of the former Soviet Union. 
The customs officials whom we assist 
are our most reliable allies in stopping 
the flow of nuclear and weapons of 
mass destruction materials. 

For example, it was customs officials 
in Azerbaijan who stopped a shipment 
of specialty steel to Iran that would 
have been used for missiles. This bill 
also contains only $5 million—out of 
$15 million requested—for world-wide 
assistance to customs services. This is 
the program that aids border control 
agencies in the Baltic states, where we 
have seen Russian nuclear smuggling 
efforts in the past. It makes no sense 
to provide only $5 million for this vital 
function. 

These cuts even wipe out the border 
security assistance to Georgia that 
Senator MCCONNELL instituted last 
year.

The Threat Reduction cut means no 
funds to assist in removing Russian 
troops from Moldova—a longstanding 
objective of the United States and of 
the Congress. Do we suddenly want the 
Russian troops to stay longer in a 
country that does not want them? Do 
we no longer care whether this exacer-
bates ethnic conflict in Moldova? 

The Foreign Operations Sub-
committee made these cuts without 
prejudice. But it makes no sense to let 
us guard our national security only by 
cutting important programs to support 
democracy, free media, and the rule of 
law in the former Soviet Union. 

I am very pleased that the managers 
have accepted a sense of the Senate 

amendment I offered urging that the 
Threat Reduction funds be restored in 
conference to the level requested by 
the President. 

I urge the managers of this bill to do 
their utmost to achieve this, and I wish 
them complete success in that impor-
tant effort. 

On the eve of South Korean President 
Kim Dae Jung’s visit to Washington, 
and just as former Secretary of Defense 
Bill Perry is completing his com-
prehensive Korea policy review, this 
bill places the Agreed Framework in 
grave jeopardy. 

The bill not only provides inadequate 
funding for heavy fuel oil deliveries to 
North Korea—deliveries the United 
States is obligated to arrange under 
the 1994 Agreed Framework—it also ef-
fectively prevents the appropriated 
funds from being expended by requiring 
the President to certify the 
uncertifiable with respect to North Ko-
rea’s conduct. 

Under existing law, the President 
must already certify that North Korea 
is in full compliance with the Agreed 
Framework and its confidential minute 
in order to expend monies appropriated 
for heavy fuel oil deliveries to the 
North. This a reasonable requirement. 
But if the North is fulfilling its side of 
the bargain, we should fulfill ours rath-
er than dream up new requirements on 
the North. 

Do we have other serious concerns 
about North Korea, in addition to its 
nuclear ambitions? Of course we do. 
But these other concerns—missile de-
velopment and export, narcotics traf-
ficking, armed provocations along the 
DMZ—cannot be addressed successfully 
if we abandon the Agreed Framework. 

For all of its imperfections, the 
Agreed Framework has served our na-
tional interest well, reducing the risk 
of war and capping the North’s ability 
to produce fissile material for nuclear 
bombs. Five years ago, North Korea 
was on the verge of withdrawing from 
the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty 
and acquiring the capacity to build 
dozens of nuclear weapons every year. 
Today, with the Agreed Framework in-
tact, the North’s nuclear facilities 
stand idle. 

The spent fuel from its research reac-
tor has been canned and placed under 
round-the-clock monitoring by the 
International Atomic Energy Agency. 
The Agreed Framework has also given 
us unprecedented access to North 
Korea, even to sensitive military sites, 
as demonstrated by the recent success-
ful U.S. visit to the Kumchangni 
undergound facility. 

These are not insignificant accom-
plishments, and we should think twice 
before we risk turning back the clock. 

By underfunding the Korean Energy 
Development Organization and unilat-
erally imposing new obligations on 
North Korea, this bill could precipitate 
a crisis on the Peninsula and distance 
us from our key ally, South Korea.

In addition, I have two serious prob-
lems with sections of the bill relating 
to Kosovo. First, $20 million shall be 
available ‘‘for training and equipping a 
Kosova security force.’’ Mr. President, 
this language conveys the impression 
that we want to train something like a 
national guard or an army. In the real 
world, most people would see this as 
our training and equipping a KLA 
Army. 

U.N. Security Council Resolution 
1244 (1999), which gives international 
sanction to KFOR, is not specific about 
the future status of Kosovo. Any future 
Kosovo national guard or army pre-
supposes an independent Kosovo. 

Aside from that being counter to 
United States policy, it is completely 
irrelevant to this bill. For the duration 
of fiscal year 2000, security in Kosovo 
will be guaranteed by the heavily 
armed, NATO-led KFOR. There is abso-
lutely no need for any kind of an indig-
enous ‘‘security force’’ other than a ci-
vilian police force. 

The final legislation should make it 
crystal-clear that the appropriation 
will be used to train and equip a police 
force, not an army. 

My second Kosovo-related objection 
concerns the requirement that the Sec-
retary of State certify that the Rus-
sians have not established a ‘‘separate 
zone of operational control’’ and are 
‘‘fully integrated under NATO unified 
command and control arrangements.’’

This requirement has been overtaken 
by events. The Military-Technical 
Agreement between NATO and Russia 
found a formula to include Russian 
peacekeepers in KFOR. This formula 
has been accepted by our government, 
by all other 18 NATO members, and by 
the United Nations. 

I have no doubt that Secretary 
Albright could broadly construe words 
like ‘‘operational control’’ and ‘‘fully 
integrated’’ and thereby make the re-
quired certification. 

But what would we get by retaining 
this language and forcing her to do so? 
I’ll tell my colleagues. We would be 
gratuitously sticking our finger in the 
Russians’ eye at the precise moment 
we are trying to involve them in KFOR 
and in the entire reconstruction effort 
in Kosovo. 

To sanitize a phrase used by an es-
teemed former President of the United 
States, I would rather have the Rus-
sians inside our tent looking out, than 
outside our tent looking in. 

I would like to remind my friend Sen-
ator MCCONNELL that when the two of 
us recently appeared on the Sunday 
Fox Television News talk-show he said 
with regard to the Russians in 
Kosovo—and I quote; ‘‘I don’t know 
that we need to threaten foreign assist-
ance.’’

Apparently he has changed his mind. 
I agreed with Senator MCCONNELL that 
day on television. I wish he had held to 
his position. 
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It is important that these problems 

be addressed in conference, and that a 
way be found to increase the overall 
funding levels. 

At this time I will reluctantly vote 
to send this legislation to conference. 
However, I reserve the right to vote 
against it should these problems not be 
addressed in the final conference re-
port. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays are ordered, and 

the clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Florida (Mr. MACK), is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 97, 
nays 2, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 192 Leg.] 
YEAS—97

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 

Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—2

Byrd Smith (NH) 

NOT VOTING—1

Mack 

The bill (S. 1234), as amended, was 
passed. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote, and I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. President, I commend first the 
occupant of the Chair for an extraor-
dinarily effective debate on the issue 
that dominated today’s discussion in 
the foreign operations appropriations 
bill. I think the Senator from Kansas 
did an outstanding job. 

I also want to thank my staff. Robin 
Cleveland has done work on foreign 

policy matters for some 15 years now, 
and I thank Robin for, as usual, out-
standing work; and Billy Piper, with 
whom I have worked 5 or 6 years, has 
done an absolutely superb job; and his 
assistant, Jon Meek, from my personal 
staff; as well as Jennifer Chartrand, a 
new member of the Subcommittee on 
Foreign Operations. All of those folks 
are on the majority side; and of course 
Tim Rieser and Cara Thanassi from the 
minority staff, with whom we always 
enjoy working, and Steve Cortese and 
Jay Kimmitt from the full committee. 

I say to my friend, PAT LEAHY, I 
enjoy our annual collaboration on this 
bill, and I look forward to working 
with the Senator in conference. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I com-
mend the distinguished senior Senator 
from Kentucky for the alacrity with 
which he moved this bill. Those who 
have reached that level of knowledge 
know we Senators are constitutional 
impediments to our staffs. 

I compliment Robin Cleveland, who 
has worked so hard at trying to bal-
ance the competing interests of so 
many Senators on both sides of the 
aisle, as well as Billy Piper and Jen-
nifer Chartrand; and on my side, the 
indefatigable Tim Rieser, a man who 
has not slept since it was announced 
we might go to this bill a month or so 
ago. He has, again, maintained the re-
markable Rieser filing cabinet, which 
is primarily in his head, knowing all 
the ins and outs of this bill and han-
dling it so well. 

He was ably assisted by Cara 
Thanassi. Ms. Thanassi began a few 
years ago on our staff. She has grown 
enormously in talent and ability and 
was absolutely essential in this work. 

In working with the Senator from 
Kentucky, we have tried to accommo-
date each other on issues, even though 
on some issues we obviously have a dif-
ferent philosophy. We have respected 
each other and accommodated each 
other and tried to make sure a bipar-
tisan piece of legislation came 
through. I think the resulting vote 
today shows that bipartisanship on for-
eign policy was maintained. 

I yield the floor.
f 

TRIBUTE TO AMBASSADOR JIM 
SASSER 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 
to pay tribute to Ambassador James 
Sasser, our former colleague from Ten-
nessee, who served in this body as a 
distinguished chairman of the Senate 
Budget Committee. He is returning 
from his post in the People’s Republic 
of China where he has been the U.S. 
Ambassador since 1995. He has done an 
outstanding job during a challenging 
period in our relations with China. 

Having had the honor to serve with 
Jim for 18 years in the Senate, I know 
him to be a man of great insight, intel-
lect, and integrity, a highly respected 

public servant. While he served in the 
Senate, his interests and work covered 
a broad range of domestic and foreign 
policy issues. As Senate Budget Com-
mittee chairman, his keen grasp of fi-
nancial and budgeting issues enabled 
him to handle that assignment with 
tremendous skill under very difficult 
circumstances. Jim constantly showed 
great resolve in addressing measures to 
reduce our deficit. He was instrumental 
in helping lead our country on to a 
path which is reflected in today’s budg-
et surplus. 

This dedication and commitment has 
characterized Jim’s lifetime devotion 
to our country. His interests in public 
service began long before he was elect-
ed to the Senate. Jim’s father, a public 
servant himself, instilled in Jim the 
principles of public service at an early 
age. He served as a role model for Jim 
and set him on a course which he has 
followed with great distinction. 

Throughout his career, Jim Sasser 
has demonstrated, both in spirit and in 
deed, his adherence to the ideals most 
important to this Nation. He is a shin-
ing example of how much one indi-
vidual can contribute to our Nation’s 
well-being. Jim’s leadership has always 
been highly regarded and broadly re-
spected. 

Throughout his tenure as Ambas-
sador to China, Jim has been con-
fronted with many difficult aspects of 
the relationship. Jim’s work has em-
phasized the importance of keeping the 
lines of communication open by regu-
larizing our contacts with the current 
Chinese leadership and ensuring that 
we remain engaged in our bilateral re-
lationship. Jim’s longstanding commit-
ment to the promotion of democratic 
principles and values has played an im-
portant role in helping shape his serv-
ice to our country. 

Jim Sasser has done a terrific job as 
our Ambassador to China, and I wish 
him well in all his future endeavors.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to my esteemed 
former colleague, Ambassador Jim Sas-
ser. He will soon be stepping down from 
his post as the longest serving Amer-
ican Ambassador to China. But it does 
not seem long ago that he and I were 
working together on the Budget Com-
mittee where he served as the chair-
man of the Senate Budget Committee. 
In fact, as we talk today of the great 
state of the economy, it should be 
former Senator Sasser that we thank 
for having the leadership to push 
through the deficit reduction package 
that has led to today’s unprecedented 
economic growth and prosperity. As a 
former Budget Committee Chairman 
myself, it was with great pride that I 
worked side-by-side with the former 
Senator in the Budget Committee be-
cause I understood the great challenges 
that the job entailed. He did a superb 
job in his duties here in the Senate, 
and it is with the same dedication and 
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fairness that he represented this nation 
so admirably in his post as the U.S. 
Ambassador to China. 

I still remember vividly the front 
page of the newspaper a few months 
ago which showed Ambassador Sasser 
looking through the shattered window 
of the American Embassy. Suffice to 
say that Ambassador Sasser has served 
during some very difficult times in 
China-U.S. relations. Few relationships 
are as difficult to define and put in per-
spective and I think that Ambassador 
Sasser would agree that there is still 
much work to be done. But during his 
tenure, Ambassador Sasser was able to 
build consensus and to find common 
ground between the two nations that 
has allowed the relationship to prosper. 
Ambassador Sasser should be com-
mended for his dedication as a gifted 
emissary between the world’s largest 
developed country and the world’s larg-
est developing country. He has served 
the United States admirably and I 
commend him for his dutiful service.

f 

TREASURY AND GENERAL GOV-
ERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2000

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate Cal-
endar No. 169, the fiscal year 2000 
Treasury and general government ap-
propriations bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWNBACK). The clerk will report the 
bill by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

A bill (S. 1282) making appropriations for 
the Treasury Department, the United States 
Postal Service, the Executive office of the 
President, and certain Independent Agencies, 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, 
and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. CAMPBELL. I ask unanimous 

consent the following individuals have 
floor privileges for the duration of the 
consideration of S. 1282, the Treasury 
and government appropriations bill for 
the fiscal year 2000: Tammy Perrin, 
Lula Edwards, Dylan Pressman, and 
Liz Blevins. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I am 
now pleased to lay before the Senate 
the committee recommendation for the 
Treasury Department, the Postal Serv-
ice, the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent, and various independent agen-
cies. The bill was crafted by the Sub-
committee on Treasury and General 
Government and contains a total of 
$27,737,971,000 in new budget authority. 
Of that, $14,533,811,000 is for mandatory 
accounts. 

The committee recommendation is 
within the 302(b) allocations and 
strikes a delicate balance between con-

gressional priorities, administration 
initiatives, and agency requirements. 
This would not have been possible 
without the hard work and cooperation 
of the new ranking member of the sub-
committee, Senator DORGAN, and his 
staff. 

This bill consists of mostly salaries 
and expenses accounts and the major-
ity of the increases for agencies is to 
simply allow them to maintain current 
levels. There are very few new initia-
tives in this bill. 

Title I provides a total of 
$12,213,529,000 for the Department of the 
Treasury. This is $162,601,000 less than 
the administration request. The com-
mittee has again placed a priority on 
Treasury’s law enforcement needs as 
well as support for efforts by State and 
local law enforcement. 

Here are a few highlights from Title 
I: 

$312,400,000 to the Customs Service to 
retain 5,000 current Customs employees 
since the user fee proposed by the ad-
ministration has not been enacted. 

Emphasis on the need for the Gang 
Resistance Education and Training 
program—called GREAT—by including 
$3 million more than the administra-
tion request for grants to State and 
local law enforcement. 

Expansion of the Youth Crime Gun 
Interdiction Initiative into 10 addi-
tional cities, bringing the total to 37 
cities. This will allow ATF to track 
and prosecute those who supply guns to 
our youth. 

Funding for the Integrated Violence 
Reduction Strategy to allow AFT to 
more comprehensively investigate 
NICS denials in order to make sure 
that felons do not possess guns. 

Full funding to the IRS for customer 
service training and to implement the 
IRS Restructuring and Reform Act of 
1998. 

Title II provides $93,436,000 for the 
United States Postal Service, and con-
tinues to require free mailing for over-
seas voters and the blind as well as six-
day delivery, and prohibit the closing 
or consolidation of small and rural post 
offices. 

Title III recommends a total of 
$553,128,000 for the Executive Office of 
the President, $86,370,000 less than the 
administration request. This includes 
the Office of Management and Budget, 
the Office of National Drug Control 
Policy, the Federal drug control pro-
grams, and funding for the national 
anti-drug media campaign. 

Of special note, the committee: 
Recommends establishing a separate 

account for the Counterdrug Tech-
nology Assessment Center, and has 
provided $31,100,000 for that program to 
transfer much needed technology to 
State and local law enforcement. 

Provides $188,277,000 for the High In-
tensity Drug Trafficking Areas pro-
gram which will allow continuation of 
existing HIDTA programs at their cur-

rent levels. These programs highly ac-
claimed by local law enforcement. 

Recommends a total of $145,500,000 
for the national anti-drug media cam-
paign. 

Title IV is independent agencies such 
as the Federal Election Commission, 
the General Services Administration, 
and the National Archives, as well as 
agencies involved in Federal employ-
ment such as the Federal Labor Rela-
tions Authority, the Merit Systems 
Protection Board, the Office of Govern-
ment Ethics, the Office of Special 
Counsel, and the Office of Personnel 
Management. Also included in this 
title are mandatory accounts to pro-
vide for Federal retirees, health bene-
fits, and life insurance. The committee 
recommends a total of $14,877,878,000 
for this title. 

For the third year in a row, the ad-
ministration has not requested funding 
for courthouse construction. Unfortu-
nately, due to the very limited funding 
available to the committee, we have 
not included any new courthouse con-
struction projects in this bill. 

In order to stay within our 302(b) al-
locations, the subcommittee was forced 
to make very difficult decisions, as 
were all Appropriations subcommit-
tees. As a result, this bill is very tight-
ly crafted to allow the agencies to con-
tinue their vital work. Very few new 
initiatives were recommended and we 
were not able to accommodate all of 
our colleagues’ requests due to funding 
constraints. I remind my colleagues 
that any funding amendments must be 
offset and, frankly, there is very little 
fat in this bill. If amendments are of-
fered, we would ask the sponsor to 
identify the accounts we should be re-
ducing to accomplish their goal. 

Finally, I would like to again thank 
the ranking member, Senator DORGAN, 
for his hard work and support. This bill 
would not have been possible without 
his assistance, and that of his staff 
Barbara Retzlaff and Elizabeth Blevins. 
I also thank my staff: Pat Raymond, 
Tammy Perrin and Lula Edwards for 
their tireless and invaluable work on 
this bill. This bill has been a collabo-
rative effort and it deserves the sup-
port of the Senate. 

I yield the floor to Senator DORGAN. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from the great State of North Da-
kota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, in light 
of the hour and especially in light of 
the statement made by my colleague 
from Colorado, the chairman of this 
subcommittee, I will be mercifully 
brief. But I do want to say this bill, the 
fiscal year 2000 Treasury and general 
government bill, is one that we have 
worked hard to bring to the floor of the 
Senate in a manner that we think is 
fair and relates to the limits that were 
imposed upon us. The chairman and I 
believe the allocation level, obviously, 
could have been greater in order to 
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allow us to have provided some addi-
tional funding to some areas of the bill, 
but we are restricted by budget rules 
and by the allocation that was given 
us. 

I would like to say working with 
Chairman CAMPBELL has been a pleas-
ure. He is easy to work with. His staff, 
Pat Raymond, Tammy Perrin, and 
Lula Edwards have worked hard to en-
sure this bill has been well crafted, as 
has been the work of Barbara Retzlaff 
and Chip Waldren, who have been 
working with me on this legislation. 

Senator CAMPBELL has described the 
major highlights of this bill, so I will 
not repeat that at this hour of the 
evening, but I do want to address a 
couple of brief issues. 

One, the issue of courthouse con-
struction. Members of the sub-
committee are well aware of the judi-
ciary’s continuing need to have some 
court space available to conduct their 
business and to move cases to settle-
ment. We know that. Regrettably, 
there was not enough money in the al-
location to this subcommittee to pro-
vide for courthouse construction. The 
President did not request courthouse 
construction nor was it funded in this 
bill. Budgetary constraints were the 
major factor with respect to that but 
not the only factor. Another reason we 
believe it would be somewhat precipi-
tous to approve funding for the design 
and construction of many new court-
houses prior to the AOC’s completion 
of its comprehensive review of judici-
ary space is we think that review 
ought to be done first. 

The committee was pleased to re-
ceive the Administrative Office of the 
Court’s May 28 letter confirming the 
award of a contract to a consulting 
firm to analyze and evaluate the judi-
ciary’s long-range planning process, 
their courthouse design guidelines, 
their program policies and practices, 
and the funding mechanisms and re-
sponsibilities. But the committee is 
concerned that the completion date for 
that report will be well after the date 
by which the administration must 
complete action on their 2001 fiscal 
year budget request. We anticipate 
having that report before we would 
complete action on fiscal year 2001 
budget decisions and appropriations de-
cisions here in the Congress. I believe 
that is important because we have re-
ceived information which indicates 
that 11 of the 16 courthouses for which 
the AOC requested funding in the year 
2000 deviated from the Judicial Con-
ference of the United States Court De-
sign Guide. 

For example, magistrate and bank-
ruptcy courtrooms were increased from 
1,800 usable square feet to 2,400 usable 
square feet, a 33-percent increase. 
Total courthouse circulation space in-
creased from 20 percent to 30 percent. 
Individual courtrooms were routinely 
being provided for individual senior 

district judges for more than 10 years, 
and the list goes on. 

I believe some of those excesses in 
the construction program resulted in 
some of the past funding delays. None 
of us believe a funding moratorium is 
the best way to maintain an important 
Federal asset program, so I hope the 
construction review will be completed 
and we can proceed in the future with 
a construction program. 

Second, I want to discuss very briefly 
the issue of the Office of National Drug 
Control Policy National Youth Anti-
Drug Media Campaign. That is a long 
way of talking about the media cam-
paign that has been going on in this 
country on the issue of drugs. This is 
the third year of that funding, funding 
of over one-half of a billion dollars that 
has been provided for this initiative. 

I would like to say I support this ini-
tiative. I think the power of adver-
tising is well recognized. Appropriate 
advertising and advertising that is well 
done dealing with a message to our 
young people in this country, ‘‘do not 
take drugs,’’ is an appropriate way to 
send that message. 

I worked with the subcommittee to 
ensure that adequate funds were pro-
vided this year for that campaign to be 
effective. I do not believe that halfway 
through the campaign it is time to di-
lute the message. 

I know there will perhaps be an 
amendment offered dealing with alco-
hol. No one is more concerned about 
the issue of alcohol consumption, 
drunk driving, and alcohol abuse in 
this country than I. But I do not want 
to dilute what we are doing on the 
antidrug campaign with this alcohol 
issue at this point. There are other 
venues, other ways, other programs 
with which we can confront the drunk 
driving and alcohol abuse issue, and we 
will. 

This year we were not able to fully 
fund the television campaign dealing 
with the antidrug message. We have 
had to cut that some. We would have 
liked to have funded all of these issues 
in a manner that fully funds the budget 
request, but we did not have the money 
to do that. There simply were not the 
available resources to accomplish that. 
We have been forced to make certain 
cuts. 

My hope is perhaps some of these can 
be in conference, perhaps some addi-
tional budget allocation will be made 
available as we proceed through this 
process. 

Again, the work done by Senator 
CAMPBELL, his staff, and our staff has 
produced a good piece of legislation. I 
hope we can move through it rather 
quickly tomorrow and preserve the 
bulk of what we have done to fund 
these very important programs. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 1189, 1190, AND 1191 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, on be-

half of Senator MOYNIHAN, I send three 
amendments to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. DOR-

GAN], for Mr. MOYNIHAN, proposes amend-
ments numbered 1189, 1190, and 1191.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendments be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 1189

(Purpose: To ensure the expeditious con-
struction of a new United States Mission 
to the United Nations) 
On page 56, line 3, after ‘‘and’’, insert the 

following: ‘‘$44,300,000 shall be available for 
demolition of the United States Mission to 
the United Nations at 755 United Nations 
Plaza (First Avenue and 45th Street), New 
York, New York, and’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1190

(Purpose: To ensure that the General Serv-
ices Administration has adequate funds 
available for programmatic needs) 
Beginning on page 52, line 25, strike the 

colon and all that follows through ‘‘re-
scinded’’ on page 53, line 2. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1191

(Purpose: To ensure that health and safety 
concerns at the Federal Courthouse at 40 
Centre Street in New York, New York are 
alleviated) 
On page 56, line 6, after ‘‘;’’, insert the fol-

lowing: ‘‘$5,870,000 shall be made available 
for the repairs and alterations of the Federal 
Courthouse at 40 Centre Street, New York, 
New York;’’. 

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendments be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1192 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I 

send to the desk an amendment on be-
half of myself and Senator DORGAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Colorado [Mr. CAMP-

BELL], for himself and Mr. DORGAN, proposes 
an amendment numbered 1192.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
On page 51, line 15 and on page 57, line 14 

strike ‘‘5,140,000,000’’ and insert in lieu there-
of ‘‘$5,261,478,000’’. 

On page 53 line 2 after ‘‘are rescinded’’ in-
sert ‘‘and shall remain in the Fund’’. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, this 
amendment is a technical correction to 
the GSA Federal buildings fund. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that all first-degree 
amendments to the Treasury and gen-
eral government appropriations bill 
must be offered by 11:30 a.m. tomorrow, 
Thursday, July 1. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to 

object, and I will not object, my under-
standing is that has been cleared with 
our side and Members of the Senate 
have been notified this evening that 
will be the case on this bill. I do not 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I just asked unani-
mous consent that all first-degree 
amendments to the Treasury and gen-
eral government appropriations bill be 
offered by 11:30 a.m. tomorrow, Thurs-
day, July 1. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That has 
been agreed to. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period for morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for the 
next 30 minutes in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

COLOMBIA’S FOUR WARS 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, we have 
just concluded the foreign operations 
bill, and I congratulate Senator 
MCCONNELL, Senator LEAHY, and others 
who have worked so very diligently on 
this difficult and tough bill. Contained 
in the bill we just passed, among other 
things, was a sense-of-the-Senate reso-
lution. This sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion was proposed and offered by my-
self and by my colleague from Georgia, 
Senator COVERDELL. It deals with the 
situation in Colombia and the United 
States relationship to that troubled 
country. 

I want to talk this evening about 
that sense-of-the-Senate resolution and 
about the situation in Colombia. 

For the past several months, United 
States foreign policy has really been 
dominated by the crisis in Kosovo. Cer-
tainly we have to continue to work 
with the NATO alliance and Russia to 
help bring the Albanian Kosovars back 
to their homeland and to bring a stable 
peace to the region. But tonight I want 
to discuss another compelling and very 
serious foreign policy crisis that is tak-
ing place right in our own hemisphere. 

Like Kosovo, it is a crisis that has 
displaced hundreds of thousands of peo-
ple, more than 800,000 since 1995, and 

instead of a small province being eth-
nically cleansed by its own govern-
ment, this democratic country is fight-
ing multiple conflicts—a war against 
two threatening and competing guer-
rilla groups, a war against para-
military organizations, and, finally, a 
war against drug lords who traffic in 
deadly cocaine and in heroin. 

I am, of course, talking about the 
four wars that are taking place tonight 
in Colombia. While a 19-nation NATO 
alliance struggles to prevent the dis-
integration of a small province, the 
disintegration of an entire nation is 
going practically unnoticed by our own 
Government in Washington. The dec-
ade-long struggle in the Balkans is 
being duplicated in Colombia, which is 
fracturing into politically and socially 
unstable ministates and is posing a sig-
nificant threat to our own hemisphere. 
Colombia is shaping up to be the Bal-
kan problem of the Americas. 

More than 35,000 Colombians have 
been killed in the last decade. More 
than 308,000 Colombians were inter-
nally displaced in 1998 alone. In 
Kosovo, 230,000 people were displaced 
during this same period of time before 
NATO took action. And like the Alba-
nian Kosovars, Colombians are fleeing 
their country today in large numbers. 
More than 2,000 crossed into Venezuela 
in a matter of a few days recently. A 
Miami Herald article recently reported 
a growing number of Colombians leav-
ing for south Florida. 

Our Nation has a clear national in-
terest in the future of the stability of 
our neighbor to the south, Colombia. In 
1998, legitimate two-way trade between 
the United States and Colombia was 
more than $11 billion, making the 
United States Colombia’s No. 1 trading 
partner, and Colombia is our fifth-larg-
est trading partner in the region. 

In spite of this mutually beneficial 
partnership, the United States simply 
has not devoted the level of time nor 
resources nor attention needed to as-
sist this important democratic partner 
as it struggles with drug problems, 
with violent criminal and paramilitary 
organizations, and guerrilla insurgents. 
In fact, in December 1998, a White 
House official told the Washington 
Post that Colombia, quote, ‘‘poses a 
greater immediate threat to us than 
Bosnia did, yet it receives almost no 
attention.’’ 

Attention is needed—now more than 
ever. According to the State Depart-
ment, Colombia is the third most dan-
gerous country in the world in terms of 
political violence, and accounts for 34 
percent of all terrorist acts committed 
worldwide. The Colombian National 
Police reported that Colombian rebels 
carried out 1,726 terrorist strikes in 
1998—that’s 12 percent more than in the 
previous year. 

Kidnapping is also a significant prob-
lem. Approximately 2,609 people were 
kidnapped in 1998, and there have been 

513 reported kidnappings in the first 
three months of this year. Guerrillas 
are responsible for a high percentage of 
these incidents. 

The wholesale acts of violence that 
have infected this country are symp-
toms of four wars that are going on in 
Colombia. Any single one of them 
would pose a significant threat to any 
country. Together, these wars rep-
resent a threat beyond the borders of 
Colombia. Let me describe them in de-
tail. 

For more than three decades, the 
guerrilla groups known as Colombian 
Revolutionary Armed Forces—the 
FARC—and the National Liberation 
Army—the ELN—have waged the long-
est-running anti-government insur-
gency in Latin America. 

Determining the size of these guer-
rilla organizations is an inexact 
science. Most open sources range their 
combat strength from about 10,000 to 
20,000 full-time guerrillas. However, ir-
regular militias, part-time guerrillas, 
and political sympathizers also play a 
role that is hard to quantify. 

The insurgents have their own arma-
ment capabilities and are manufac-
turing high-quality improvised mor-
tars. Organized crime links also have 
long been suspected. The Chief of the 
Colombian National Police, General 
Jose Serrano, has reported in the past 
that the FARC has completed guns-
and-cash-for-drugs deals with organized 
crime groups in Russia, Ukraine, 
Chechnya and Uzbekistan. A Colom-
bian army study recently stated that 
the two main leftist guerrilla groups 
had raised at least $5.3 billion from 1991 
to 1998 from the drug trade, abductions, 
and extortions to fund their long-run-
ning uprising against the state. 

According to the State Department’s 
1998 Human Rights Report, the FARC 
and ELN, along with other, smaller 
groups, initiated armed action in near-
ly 700 of the country’s 1073 municipali-
ties, and control or influence 60 percent 
of rural Colombia. Although these 
groups have had no history of major 
urban operations, a number of recent 
guerrilla-sponsored hostage takings re-
cently have taken place. 

Colombian President Pastrana is try-
ing to make peace at all costs with 
FARC rebels, who have little incentive 
to agree to any peace deal. Throughout 
these negotiations, the FARC has con-
tinued to assault and kill dozens of Co-
lombian military and police. 

The current prospects for peace are 
dismal. If Pastrana were to accept the 
demands of the FARC and ELN for po-
litical and territorial autonomy, he 
would have to splinter his country into 
Balkan-type factions. The effects of 
this would be increased paramilitary 
violence and increased regional insta-
bility. 

In fact, one of the FARC conditions 
already agreed to by President 
Pastrana was the creation of a tem-
porary, demilitarized zone the size of 
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Switzerland. All Colombian Armed 
Forces and Police were ordered out of 
the area. Despite this enormous con-
cession on the part of the Colombian 
government, the FARC has not agreed 
to any cease-fire and has made no con-
cessions. In fact, they made it clear to 
the Colombian Government that they 
should expect continued guerrilla oper-
ations and attacks. 

‘‘Farclandia’’ is the name some local 
residents have given to this odd state-
within-a-state. The area has over 90,000 
residents. Despite its creation as a 
temporary demilitarized zone, the 
FARC appear to be cementing control 
and taking steps to ensure that expul-
sion from the zone would be extremely 
difficult, particularly if the talks 
break down. 

According to the Catholic Bishop re-
siding in the DMZ area, residents are 
required to feed the FARC, which is 
simply a form of taxation. The FARC 
has attempted to expel a Catholic 
priest for being an ‘‘enemy of peace.’’ 
The priest argued the FARC is vio-
lating human rights, usurping the lo-
cally elected government, interfering 
with economic activity, imposing labor 
duty, and recruiting minors, teenagers, 
and married men. The bottom line is 
that FARC fighters are using their 
armed stranglehold on the zone to 
abuse Colombian citizens. 

In April, FARC leaders asked 
Pastrana to extend rebel control over 
another zone in southern Colombia—
approximately 7,600 square miles—that 
is allegedly the home to some of the 
most concentrated cocaine-production 
facilities in the world. The Pastrana 
Government agreed to place the re-
quest on the negotiating table. While 
the additional zone was not approved, 
Pastrana agreed to allow FARC rebels 
to have continued control over the 
DMZ. This is the second time, since 
November 1998, that President 
Pastrana has extended the DMZ to the 
FARC during the talks. 

This decision provoked outrage with-
in Colombian military ranks, particu-
larly since military officers had been 
humiliated by the creation of the origi-
nal zone. That earlier decision required 
the withdrawal of hundreds of police 
and army troops. By the end of May, 
Colombian Defense Minister Ricardo 
Lloreda announced his resignation. 

Following his announcement, dozens 
of military officers resigned in soli-
darity with Lloreda. Of the total of 30 
Colombian army generals, reports indi-
cate that between 10 and 17 resigned in 
solidarity with Lloreda. With the ex-
ception of Lloreda’s resignation, 
Pastrana did not accept any other res-
ignations. However, as a result of this 
mass protest, Pastrana agreed that the 
FARC zone would be demilitarized for 
only six more months and that a re-
tired general would be included in the 
negotiating team for the talks.

In another important development, 
the Colombian Congress too is begin-

ning to express its doubt in the peace 
process. Earlier this month, the Con-
gress rejected a bill that would have 
given Pastrana sweeping powers to 
grant political concessions—including 
an amnesty for convicted guerrillas. 

Lloreda’s resignation was truly un-
fortunate. I met Defense Minister 
Lloreda in Colombia last November. 
Lloreda, described by his peers as 
someone who could help bring about 
needed reform in the military, was just 
beginning to gain some ground. He had 
already begun rebuilding the army, a 
difficult task given its record of human 
rights violations. In fact, he had forced 
the resignation of Colombian military 
officers suspected of human rights vio-
lations and had others arrested. 

Lloreda had also lifted the morale 
among the military, having suffered 
significant defeats by the FARC forces. 
According to the Economist magazine, 
the defense budget has doubled this 
year to $1.2 billion. In March, the army 
even managed a successful offensive, 
which left 50 guerrillas dead. 

The resignation, however, threw 
Pastrana’s 10-month-old government 
into crisis and placed the future of the 
nation’s fragile process in doubt. It has 
also left open important questions 
about the future of the Colombian 
military. 

Mr. President, Colombian military 
operational mobility is widely ac-
knowledged to be a shortcoming. Co-
lombia is a very large country. One of 
their departments is as large as the na-
tion of El Salvador. In fighting an in-
surgency, the state has to defend many 
critical areas, but also has to have the 
capability to mass and economize 
forces to attack guerrilla formations 
when they present themselves. Colom-
bia’s army has barely 40 helicopters for 
a territory the size of Texas and Mex-
ico combined. El Salvador, 1/50th the 
size of Colombia, had 80—twice as 
many—during its civil war. 

Although the Army has 122,000 sol-
diers, most of them are 1-year 
conscripts. Approximately 35–40% are 
high school graduates not assigned to 
combat duties by law. At any time, 
about 30% are undergoing basic train-
ing. A large portion of the remaining 
force (50–60%) is assigned to static de-
fense of key economic or isolated mu-
nicipal outposts. That leaves approxi-
mately 20,000 soldiers remaining for of-
fensive combat operations. These are 
the veterans or volunteers that con-
stitute—apart from the officer corps— 
the only true repository of combat ex-
perience in their army. Now consider 
that the active guerrilla combatants 
alone number between 11,000 and 20,000. 
You do the math. It doesn’t look good. 
It is conceivably a one to one ‘‘fight-
ing’’ ratio. How can a military, with 
limited resources, fight two guerrilla 
movements which have virtually un-
limited resources from drug traf-
ficking, kidnappings, extortion and 
arms trafficking? 

The Colombian Army has already 
suffered a string of military defeats. In 
1998, the Colombian Armed Forces suf-
fered three major blows in March, Au-
gust, and November. In fact, the FARC 
executed one of its major blows against 
the military just as President Pastrana 
was meeting with FARC leaders on the 
peace talks. 

The FARC currently holds over 300 
military and police POW’s. And accord-
ing to Jane’s Intelligence Review, Co-
lombian guerrillas killed 445 soldiers 
during 1998. If you include Colombian 
National Police, the figure would rise 
to 600. The CNP too has experienced 
significant losses. Over 4,000 policemen 
have been killed in Colombia in the 
past decade. 

As if the FARC weren’t enough of a 
problem, let me complicate this situa-
tion further by discussing the war with 
the ELN. The ELN has been envious of 
the attention the FARC has been get-
ting, particularly at the negotiating 
table. As a result, the ELN has resorted 
to a series of recent hostage takings. 
Shortly after Pastrana and the FARC 
announced in April that formal nego-
tiations would take place in the sum-
mer, the ELN hijacked a Colombian 
commercial airliner in mid-April, kid-
napping 41 passengers and crew. 

Then, shortly after Defense Minister 
Lloreda’s resignation, about 30 ELN 
guerrillas invaded a church service in 
an upper-class neighborhood in Cali 
and abducted over 140 worshipers. In 
response, the Government deployed 
more than 3,000 soldiers and policemen 
to locate them. While some hostages 
have been released from the hijacking 
and church incidents, approximately 50 
are still being held including two 
Americans. 

I have outlined, Mr. President, the 
two main guerrilla groups which are a 
significant threat to Colombia. Unfor-
tunately, however, I have not yet spo-
ken of another ongoing war which 
poses an additional and substantial 
threat—the Colombian paramilitaries. 
In fact, the Colombian paramilitaries 
are also seeking a role at the negotia-
tions table. 

The Colombian paramilitaries are an 
umbrella organization of about 5,000 
armed combatants. Their mission has 
been to counter the grip of leftist guer-
rillas. Carlos Castano, the powerful 
leader of the paramilitary umbrella or-
ganization United Self-Defense Groups 
of Colombia, has been quoted defending 
the strategy of killing villagers who 
are guerrilla supporters and sympa-
thizers. 

The paramilitaries are funded by 
wealthy landowners and, in some cases, 
cocaine traffickers. They exercised in-
creasing influence during 1998, extend-
ing their presence into areas previously 
under guerrilla control. 

The presence of paramilitary groups 
have driven a wedge in the peace talks 
because the FARC leadership refuses to 
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negotiate until the government effec-
tively clamps down on the right wing 
gunmen. The problem is that the gov-
ernment also has a problem in trying 
to control the paramilitaries. 

In an attempt to become a player at 
the negotiating table, Castano’s orga-
nization kidnapped a Colombian Sen-
ator last month. In fact, Castano said 
shortly after the abduction that his 
aim was to gain political recognition 
and a place at the negotiating table for 
his movement. The Senator was freed 
after being held for two weeks. The 
Senator later commented that 
Pastrana should eventually include Co-
lombia’s paramilitary forces in nego-
tiations to end the 35 year civil war. 
Since the leftist rebels vehemently op-
pose their participation in the peace 
talks, prospects for the peace negotia-
tions are complicated even further. 

Before I talk about the increasing 
drug threat from Colombia, let me 
spend a few minutes on the general vio-
lence in Colombia. 

According to the U.N. High Commis-
sioner for Human Rights, Colombia led 
the world in kidnappings in 1998, and 
may be the most likely place in the 
world to be abducted. The country 
averages five people a day snatched by 
guerrillas or other criminals. Guer-
rillas from the FAR, ELN and the 
smaller Popular Liberation Army ac-
counted for approximately 1,600 
kidnappings of the 2,609 reported in 
1998. 

A report issued by the Colombian 
Government’s anti-kidnapping office in 
May calculated that at least 4,925 peo-
ple have been abducted since January 
1996, with the largest total coming in 
1998. The problem with this statistic is 
that many families and businesses pre-
fer to deal directly with kidnappers 
and not report abductions to the po-
lice. Hence, this figure is only the offi-
cial one. It is understandably difficult 
to count how many kidnappings truly 
occur in Colombia. 

Imagine, if you will, living in a coun-
try where you can’t send your child on 
school field trip; where you can’t de-
cide to go out of Bogota for the week-
end to visit relatives in a nearby city. 
In fact, the situation is so grave that 
you think twice about going to the gro-
cery store or even to a movie. 

A recent New York Times article de-
scribed the lives of Colombians and the 
precautions they must take on a daily 
basis. The article stated that Colom-
bians are refusing to fly on any air-
plane that is not a jet. They cite the 
example of ELN hijacking of a prop 
plane. The Colombian quoted in the ar-
ticle commented that it is almost im-
possible for guerrillas to take over a 
big jet and make it land at some little 
airstrip out in the jungle. 

In the week before Easter, a tradi-
tional vacation time throughout Latin 
America, travel within Colombia was 
down 40% over last year, according to a 

Colombian civic group. With increasing 
regularity, the five million residents of 
Bogota are canceling trips to towns 
that are barely a two hour drive away, 
while traffic on highways to the Carib-
bean coast has also dropped signifi-
cantly. 

Kidnapping is such a significant 
threat that a Colombian government 
study made public estimates that the 
country’s three main guerrilla groups 
have obtained more than $1.2 billion in 
kidnapping ransoms in recent years. 

Mr. President, the situation in Co-
lombia has gotten so bad that the 
State Department recently issued a 
warning, advising Americans to not 
travel to Colombia. You see, Colom-
bians are not the only targets in their 
country. There have been U.S. casual-
ties as well. 

In late 1997, the State Department 
added the FARC to its list of terrorist 
organizations.

In January 1999, guerrillas announced 
that all U.S. military and law enforce-
ment personnel in Colombia would be 
considered legitimate targets to be 
killed or captured. In late February, 
the FARC viciously murdered three 
U.S. human rights workers. This hor-
rific execution met with no reaction 
from the Clinton Administration. A 
resolution was recently introduced in 
the House, calling on the Colombian 
government to pursue the killers, 
members of the FARC and extradite 
them to the U.S. 

Colombian terrorists continue to tar-
get Americans, kidnapping over a 
dozen U.S. citizens in 1999 so far—this 
is double the total amount for 1998. The 
1998 State Department Terrorism Re-
port also suggests that terrorists also 
continued to bomb U.S. commercial in-
terests, such as oil pipelines and small 
businesses. 

There has also been much concern 
that the civil war in Colombia could 
spill over into neighboring countries—
including Venezuela, where President 
Chavez is alleged to have had contacts 
in the past with the ELN. A spill-over 
into Venezuela would be disastrous for 
the United States, given that Ven-
ezuela is our number one—let me re-
peat this—number one supplier of for-
eign oil. The situation is so grave that 
Venezuela has sent 30,000 troops to the 
border with Colombia. 

There has been a recent exodus of Co-
lombians into Venezuela. In a two day 
period recently, over 2,000 Colombians 
began their exodus to Venezuela after 
death squads massacred about 80 people 
near a border town. Many of the Co-
lombians were said to be coca farmers. 

At first, Venezuelan President Cha-
vez said Venezuela was prepared to 
offer the Colombians temporary refuge 
until they could return safely to their 
homes. However, only one day after the 
recent cross-over began, Venezuela had 
already started repatriating Colom-
bians back to Colombia. And within a 

few days, all Colombians have been re-
patriated. 

Colombian-Venezuelan relations have 
been tense. For example, while Chavez 
has agreed to play a role in the nego-
tiations, in mid-May Chavez announced 
he was seeking a direct meeting with 
FARC commander Manuel Marulanda. 
In fact, two months earlier, he angered 
President Pastrana by suggesting that 
the FARC’s armed struggle was legiti-
mate and declaring that Venezuela re-
mained ‘‘neutral’’ in the conflict. 

There has also been some concern of 
a spillover of the conflict into Ecuador, 
another nation bordering Colombia. In 
fact, Ecuadoran government officials 
indicate that rebel forces have crossed 
over to their nation, primarily for rest 
and relaxation. With the end of its bor-
der dispute with Peru, Ecuador is in 
the process of relocating 10,000 troops 
to the Colombian border. In addition, 
Ecuadoran intelligence has reportedly 
periodically taken down some guerrilla 
supply routes. 

Colombia also borders Panama, 
which should be of significant concern 
to our nation. It is a known fact that 
Colombian rebels have been infil-
trating the Darien province in Panama 
for quite some time in search of sup-
plies. 

In late May, hundreds of Panama-
nians fled their homes near the border 
with Colombia, fearing a violent clash 
between Colombian guerrillas and 
paramilitary bounty hunters. Wit-
nesses claim that there were about 500 
FARC rebels in Panama. 

Mr. President, this rebel crossing is 
occurring just 250 miles southeast of 
the Panama Canal. And let me remind 
you that U.S. military forces are de-
parting from Panama. 

The United States should be ex-
tremely concerned. The departure of 
U.S. forces could encourage Colombian 
rebel groups to become more active in 
the deep, inaccessible rainforests of 
Panama’s Darien region. And while 
Panama has increased a border police 
force to 1,500, they are no match to the 
Colombian rebels. Panama has no mili-
tary, and our total U.S. troop presence 
is scheduled to depart Panama by the 
end of this year. We just closed down 
operations out of Howard Air Force 
Base in May, and we are about to turn 
over the Panama Canal and remaining 
military facilities at the end of this 
century. 

Mr. President, while the United 
States is complying with the Panama 
Canal Treaties, in terms of giving Pan-
ama the Canal at the end of this year, 
the treaties state that the United 
States has the continued responsibility 
to protect and defend the Panama 
Canal. And the duration of this treaty 
is indefinite. In the event that some-
thing happens to the Panama Canal, 
just a few hundred miles from Colom-
bia, how would the United States re-
spond then? 
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I have spent most of my time talking 

about the worsening civil strife in Co-
lombia. But I cannot end this speech 
without talking about the final war in 
Colombia. It’s the war Americans prob-
ably have heard the most about—the 
war prompted by the fact that Colom-
bia is the world’s most important co-
caine producer and a leading producer 
of heroin. 

According to our State Department, 
over 75% of the world’s cocaine HCL is 
processed in Colombia. 1998 marked the 
third consecutive year of significant 
increase in Colombia coca crop size; re-
cent statistics indicate that about 75% 
of the heroin seized in the northeast 
United States is of Colombian origin. 
Colombian heroin is so pure—roughly 
80% to 90%—that in 1998, the number of 
heroin overdose cases in the United 
States went up significantly. In fact, in 
1998, the number of heroin overdoses in 
Orlando surpassed the number of homi-
cides. 

Drug trafficking is profitable, and 
provides the FARC with the largest 
share of its income. Sixty percent of 
FARC fronts are involved in the drug 
trade. About 30% of ELN war fronts are 
likewise engaged in drug trafficking. 
This includes extortion/taxation of 
coca fields and yields, precursor chemi-
cals and security of labs and clandes-
tine air strips. The insurgents control 
the southern rural terrain of Colombia 
where the largest density of cocaine 
fields and production is found. 

Mr. President, I have outlined a dete-
riorating situation in Colombia. I have 
spoken to you about Colombia’s ongo-
ing and escalating four wars. These are 
significant issues that have a direct 
impact on our hemisphere and our Na-
tion. The future of Colombia as a uni-
fied country, and the stability of an en-
tire hemisphere is at risk. The sad re-
ality is that our country is not yet 
making an adequate response to this 
crucial foreign policy challenge. We are 
simply not paying attention, nor are 
we adequately responding. 

U.S. leadership in this Colombian cri-
sis is needed. This is no time to keep 
our backs turned. Continued inatten-
tion will only contribute to continued 
instability. Like Kosovo, the U.S. 
should mobilize the international com-
munity to play a role in resolving the 
Colombian conflict. Certainly we 
should pledge our support to the demo-
cratically elected Government. We 
should also be ready to provide other 
types of support such as training, 
equipment, and professional develop-
ment to help Colombia overcome these 
threats to democracy and freedom. 

Finally, we must continue to work to 
disrupt and dismantle the drug traf-
ficking organizations and to reduce 
their financial control of antidemo-
cratic elements in Colombia. 

We are doing some things in Colom-
bia. I had the opportunity to see those 
myself when I traveled there a few 

months ago. But we simply have to do 
more. We have to become more en-
gaged. 

I remember President Ronald Rea-
gan’s profound wisdom in negotiating 
from a position of strength in his ef-
forts to strengthen our military. This 
strategic vision led to the crumbling 
ultimately of our adversaries. Unfortu-
nately, this dynamic has not yet taken 
hold in Colombia. 

Because of the Colombian Govern-
ment’s weakness, no incentive appears 
to exist for its multiple adversaries to 
respect and to adhere to any agree-
ments. Their only incentive is to ex-
tract further concessions from the Gov-
ernment and to further attempt to 
weaken the Colombian Government. 

Before I close, let me quote a passage 
from a report in Time magazine. I 
quote: 

The six members of the presidential peace 
commission did not know where they were 
headed when their Bell 212 helicopter took 
off from Bogota at dawn. The pilot had been 
given the top-secret coordinates minutes be-
fore takeoff, but not even he was sure of the 
destination. Suddenly, the flag of the FARC, 
the oldest, largest and bloodiest of the coun-
try’s numerous anti-government guerrilla 
groups, was sighted in the jungle below. This 
time, however, the flag signified the making 
of history, not war. In a small clearing in the 
Alto de la Mesa rain forest, FARC guerrillas 
and the government’s representatives met to 
sign a momentous eleven-point cease-fire 
agreement.

While this article seems to depict the 
present situation in Colombia in terms 
of peace talks, the fact is that it does 
not. The main reason is that there has 
not yet been a cease-fire agreement as 
a result of this latest round of talks. 

Let me repeat that. There has not 
yet, to this day, been a cease-fire 
agreement as a result of this latest 
round of talks. 

The article I quoted appeared in 
Time magazine’s issue dated April 16, 
1984. 

In April 1984, the then-Colombian 
President triumphantly announced on 
national television his Government’s 
formal acceptance of that pact with 
the FARC guerrillas. He thought that 
he had negotiated an end to the guer-
rilla conflict with the FARC leader-
ship. 

Let me note that there have been nu-
merous other accounts by other Colom-
bian Presidents throughout the years 
to negotiate a resolution to the guer-
rilla wars in Colombia. Each time the 
peace talks have failed, and each time 
the guerrilla groups have been further 
strengthened. 

While the current President of Co-
lombia is negotiating with the very 
same FARC leader, a few things have 
changed over the last 15 years. Back in 
1984, the Time article reported that the 
FARC consisted of 2,050 guerrillas 
backed by an additional 5,000 people in 
‘‘civil defense cadres’’ spread mainly 
throughout the countryside. But today 
the FARC has about 10,000 to 15,000 ac-
tive combatants—quite a change. 

In 1994, the ELN had roughly 200 men 
and the Popular Liberation Army had 
about 275. The ELN today has between 
5,000 and 7,000 troops. 

It is simply amazing to me what a 
difference 15 years has made in Colom-
bia, a difference, unfortunately and 
tragically, for the worse. We have gone 
from seeing Colombia’s combat-ready 
guerrilla number in the 2,000 range—
2,000 is what it was—to a situation 
today where there is likely a guerrilla 
combatant rebel for every Colombian 
military combatant person available, a 
1-to-1 ratio. 

My question to this Congress and to 
this administration is, How can we ex-
pect Colombia to overcome these mul-
tiple wars? The rebel personnel re-
sources have significantly increased 
since the mid-1980s and are one of the 
main reasons behind this rise in the al-
liance between the guerrillas and the 
drug traffickers. 

This strategic alliance, in which each 
party benefits from the other’s involve-
ment, makes it very clear that it is ex-
tremely difficult to separate the drug 
war from guerrilla and paramilitary 
wars. That is why the United States 
must play a role to help Colombia over-
come all of its wars—not just the drug 
dealers. We must understand that our 
drug consumption only further exacer-
bates the Colombian crisis. And we 
must be involved in helping them re-
solve the four wars I have described. 

In the 1980s, the United States made 
a major investment in the struggle for 
democracy and human rights in Latin 
America. We pretty much succeeded. 
We basically went from a situation a 
generation or two ago where half the 
countries were democratic to a situa-
tion today where every country save 
one is democratic, or is at least moving 
rapidly towards democracy. We have 
succeeded. 

But if we want Latin America to con-
tinue to evolve into a stable and peace-
ful trading partner and a friend of the 
United States, we will have to make a 
more serious commitment to Colom-
bia. No one wants to see Colombia de-
volve into a criminal narcostate. But 
unless we act soon in partnership with 
the democratically elected Govern-
ment of Colombia, unless we act soon 
to reverse this democratic death spiral, 
it is only a matter of time before Co-
lombia ceases to exist as a sovereign 
nation with democratic principles. 

President Ronald Reagan showed pro-
found wisdom in leading this hemi-
sphere toward democracy and toward 
free markets. We must do all we can to 
make sure that this positive tide is not 
rolled back for our neighbors to the 
south. 

I thank the Chair for his indulgence.
f 

RETIREMENT OF DR. KENT WYATT 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I want to 
pay tribute to Dr. Kent Wyatt who is 
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retiring today after serving as the 
President of Delta State University for 
the past 24 years. During his tenure at 
Delta State, Dr. Wyatt has repeatedly 
been recognized as one of America’s 
premier higher education administra-
tors. 

Kent was born in Berea, Kentucky 
and later moved to Cleveland, Mis-
sissippi. He earned an undergraduate 
degree in education from Delta State 
and a Masters degree in education from 
the University of Southern Mississippi. 
Kent topped off his formal education at 
the University of Mississippi where he 
received a Doctorate in Education. 

After completing his doctoral studies 
at Ole Miss, Kent commenced his 
teaching career back home in Cleve-
land, Mississippi where he served as a 
mathematics teacher, a coach, and 
then as a principal for the School Dis-
trict. Kent soon followed in his father’s 
footsteps, Forest E. Wyatt, who served 
as a teacher and the head football 
coach at Delta State University. 

In 1964, Kent’s alma mater, Delta 
State University, hired him as its 
Alumni Secretary. But, he quickly 
shifted over to the university’s man-
agement. Recognizing his leadership 
and vision, Kent was named Delta 
State’s fifth President in 1975 after 
serving six years as assistant to the 
president. 

During the last quarter century, 
Kent has amassed an impressive 
record. He continuously emulated 
‘‘quality without compromise.’’ As a 
result of his stewardship, Delta State’s 
faculty has grown from 202 to 328, with 
all academic programs receiving na-
tional accreditation, and 18 new facili-
ties were built. Since 1975, Delta 
State’s enrollment has grown by 32%. 
Equally astounding, Kent increased the 
university’s financial assets by a factor 
of ten since 1975. A most impressive 
record for Dr. Wyatt and Delta State 
University. 

Kent’s peers in Mississippi and across 
the nation have repeatedly drawn on 
his academic leadership. For example, 
Kent recently served on the Search 
Committee for the Executive Director 
of the National Collegiate Athletic As-
sociation (NCAA) and on the NCAA’s 
President’s Commission. 

Running a large university would 
challenge many, but Kent also man-
aged to serve those off campus too. 
Kent also served his community for 
over three decades. He was the Presi-
dent of the Cleveland Lions Club as 
well as the President of the Chamber of 
Commerce. He also served on the 
boards of the United Way, Mississippi 
Economic Council, Grenada Banking 
System, Union Planters Bank of North-
west Mississippi, and the Southern 
Baptist Theological Seminary. Kent 
currently serves as a Deacon at the 
First Baptist Church. 

Kent’s wife Janice, their children 
Tara and Elizabeth, as well as their 

grandchildren Kent Wyatt Mounger 
and Collins Hartfield Mounger, have 
good reasons to be proud of his many 
accomplishments. 

As Congress addresses the many chal-
lenges facing higher education in 
America today, my colleagues and I 
can benefit from the many contribu-
tions Kent has made in Cleveland, Mis-
sissippi. Not only has he been an inspi-
ration to the more than 15,000 college 
students who passed through the halls 
of Delta State during his tenure, Kent 
has helped to mold the future leaders 
of this great country. 

Kent and Janice have chosen to stay 
in Bolivar County. While he will be 
missed at Delta State, the town of 
Cleveland, the County of Bolivar, the 
State of Mississippi, and Mississippi’s 
Congressional delegation are thankful 
that Kent, a true Delta State States-
man, has chosen to remain in his 
hometown to serve as a continuing in-
spiration for public service at its best. 

Mr. President, I want to express to 
Kent my heartfelt appreciation for ev-
erything he has done for his commu-
nity, our state, and the nation. I am 
hopeful that Kent and Janice will 
enjoy the next important phase of their 
lives.

f 

COMMEMORATION OF U.N. 
TORTURE VICTIM SUPPORT DAY 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
this past Saturday was the 2nd annual 
U.N. International Day in Support of 
Torture Victims and Survivors. The 
practice of torture is one of the most 
serious human rights abuses of our 
time. According to Amnesty Inter-
national, torture conducted by govern-
ment security forces, or that is con-
doned by other government officials 
occurs in at least 120 countries today. 
We need look no farther than today’s 
headlines about Turkey, Iraq, Kosovo, 
China and Ethiopia to know that we 
will be dealing with the problems that 
torture victims face for many years. 

We can and must do more to stop 
such horrific acts of torture, and to 
treat its victims. Focusing on treat-
ment and rehabilitation for torture 
survivors is one of the best ways we 
can manifest our concern for human 
rights worldwide. As our recent inter-
vention in Kosovo to stop a humani-
tarian crisis demonstrates, both the 
United States and the international 
community have become aware of the 
need to prevent these human rights 
abuses and to punish the perpetrators 
when abuses take place. Yet, too often 
we have failed to address the needs of 
the victims after their rights have been 
violated. The treatment of torture vic-
tims must be a central focus of our ef-
forts to promote human rights. 

This commitment to protect human 
rights is one shared by many around 
the world. In 1984 the U.N. approved the 
United Nations Convention Against 

Torture. The U.S. Senate ratified it in 
April of 1994. And just last year the 
Congress enacted the Torture Victims 
Relief Act which authorizes funds for 
treatment services for victims of tor-
ture in the United States and abroad. I 
was pleased to learn that last week the 
Senate Committee on Appropriations 
recommended that the funds author-
ized by the act be appropriated in full 
in the foreign operations appropria-
tions bill. Under this recommendation, 
AID will provide $7.5 million to support 
foreign treatment centers and the U.S. 
will contribute $3 million to the U.N. 
Voluntary Fund for Victims of Tor-
ture. I hope this recommendation 
makes it through to the final bill 
which goes to the President. While 
these are significant achievements, we 
must focus on what more needs to be 
done. 

In many countries torture is rou-
tinely employed in police stations to 
coerce confessions or obtain informa-
tion. Detainees are subjected to both 
physical and mental abuse. Methods in-
clude beatings with sticks and whips; 
kicking with boots; electric shocks; 
and suspension from one or both arms. 
Victims are also threatened, insulted 
and humiliated. In some cases, particu-
larly those involving women, victims 
are stripped, exposed to verbal and sex-
ual abuse. Medical treatment is often 
withheld, sometimes resulting in 
death. 

The purpose of torture is intimida-
tion and the total destruction of an in-
dividual’s character. Torture impacts 
on humanity in profound ways. The 
shattering of lives, dispersing of fami-
lies, and destruction of communities 
all result from this politically-moti-
vated form of violence. The destruction 
of people’s humanity, cultures, and tra-
ditions are often the result for both the 
torturer and the victim of torture. 

Treating torture victims must be a 
much more central focus of our efforts 
as we work to promote human rights 
worldwide. Without active programs of 
healing and recovery, torture survivors 
often suffer continued physical pain, 
depression and anxiety, intense and in-
cessant nightmares, guilt and self 
loathing. They often report an inabil-
ity to concentrate or remember. The 
severity of trauma makes it difficult to 
hold down a job, study for a new profes-
sion, or acquire other skills needed for 
successful adjustment into society. 

Friday morning I met with Sister 
Dianna Ortiz and several other torture 
survivors courageous enough to share 
their stories. They related to me hor-
rific tales of family displacement, sex-
ual abuse, and mental and physical hu-
miliation. Mr. Feltavu Ebba, a survivor 
from Ethiopia told me his horrific tale 
of torture he received solely based on 
his ethnic identification. He said:

I was locked up in a room 4 meters by 4 
meters with more than 50 other prisoners. I 
was not allowed to see my family and rel-
atives for the first six years.
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Needless to say, the damage done to 

his relationship with his children can 
never be repaired. Also, every minute 
of his existence in prison was wrought 
with emotional and physical pain. He 
said:

Again after three years of prison in 1982 I 
was physically and mentally tortured for a 
week . . . This time by dipping me head- 
down in a barrel filled with cold, dirty water 
and beating under my feet with interwoven 
electrical wire.

Another survivor, Monica Feria, told 
me of her torture in Peru. Rather than 
attempt to speak on her behalf, I will 
let her words speak for themselves.

We ran for our lives through the ducts that 
took us to another prison where the male 
prisoners accused of belonging to the Shin-
ing Path were kept. On the way many of us 
were shot. While crawling I saw bodies that 
had been blown up, arms, heads, and blood. 
Everything was covered with that horrible 
colour of burnt black. As I crawled avoiding 
the bullets I felt under me dead bodies still 
warm. The horror . . .

This is only a fraction of the horrific 
episodes relayed to me by these coura-
geous survivors. Just last week the 
New York Times quoted the Human 
Rights Watch organization as being 
distressed at the continued prevalence 
of torture worldwide. 

In Minnesota, we began to think 
about the problem of torture and act 
on it, over ten years ago. The Center 
for Victims of Torture in Minneapolis 
is the only fully-staffed torture treat-
ment facility in the country and was 
one of the first in the world; there are 
now over 200 centers worldwide. The 
center offers outpatient services which 
can include medical treatment, psycho-
therapy and help gaining economic and 
legal stability. Its advocacy work also 
helps to inform people about the prob-
lem of torture and the lingering effects 
it has on victims, and ways to combat 
torture worldwide. The Center has 
treated or provided services to hun-
dreds of people over the last ten years. 

Some of the often shrill public rhet-
oric these days seems to argue that we 
as a nation can no longer afford to re-
main engaged with the world, or to as-
sist the poor, the elderly, the feeble, 
refugees, those seeking asylum—those 
most in need of aid who are right here 
in our midst. The Center for Victims of 
Torture stands as a repudiation of that 
idea. Its mission is to rescue and reha-
bilitate people who have been crushed 
by torture, and it has been accom-
plishing that mission admirably over 
the last ten years. It is a light of hope 
in the lives of those who have for so 
long seen only darkness, a darkness 
brought on by the brutal hand of the 
torturer. 

I would like to thank the distin-
guished human rights leaders who have 
helped me in this fight, including those 
at the Center for Torture Victims in 
Minneapolis and others such as Sister 
Ortiz, the Torture Abolition and Sur-
vivors Support Committee (TASSC), 

the Congressional Human Rights Cau-
cus, and those in the human rights 
community here in Washington and in 
Minnesota. Without their energy and 
skills as advocates for tough U.S. laws 
which promote respect for internation-
ally-recognized human rights world-
wide, the cause of human rights here in 
the U.S. would be seriously diminished. 
I salute them today. We recommit our-
selves to the aid of torture survivors, 
and to building a world in which tor-
ture is relegated to the dark past, and 
in which torture treatment programs 
are made obsolete. 

f 

THE MISSING, EXPLOITED, AND 
RUNAWAY CHILDREN PROTEC-
TION ACT OF 1999 S. 249 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I had 
planned to be giving a statement on 
final passage of the ‘‘Missing, Ex-
ploited, and Runaway Children Protec-
tion Act of 1999.’’ Unfortunately, I can-
not do this, because just as there was 
last year, there continues to be a hold 
up on passing this important legisla-
tion. We could and should have passed 
this legislation last year. We could and 
should pass this legislation today. 

Last year we missed that oppor-
tunity when the Republican majority 
in both Houses of Congress played par-
tisan games and tried to use this non-
controversial authorization bill as a 
vehicle to insist on conferencing a 
much-criticized Republican juvenile 
justice bill. That procedural gimmick 
cost us valuable time to get this legis-
lation enacted. 

The majority was roundly criticized. 
The Washington Post went so far as to 
call the Republican Majority’s short-
circuit conference tactic ‘‘faintly ab-
surd.’’ The San Francisco Chronicle 
used even stronger terms, calling it 
‘‘sneaky maneuvering and Byzantine 
procedural moves.’’ The Philadelphia 
Inquirer’s reaction to this tactic was: 
‘‘Shame on the House. And shame on 
the Senate if it approves this bill as is, 
without debate.’’ The New York Times 
labeled this maneuver a ‘‘stealth as-
sault on juvenile justice.’’ 

By contrast to last year, at least in 
the Senate, procedural ambushes on ju-
venile justice legislation have been es-
chewed and we were given the oppor-
tunity last month to have full and fair 
debate. After significant improvements 
through amendments, the Hatch-Leahy 
juvenile justice bill passed the Senate 
on May 20, 1999 by a strong bipartisan 
vote. 

Similarly, I am pleased that the 
Leahy-Hatch substitute to this bill, the 
Missing, Exploited, and Runaway Chil-
dren Protection Act of 1999, over-
whelmingly passed the Senate on April 
19. In late May, the House of Rep-
resentatives followed suit. 

The House, however, inserted new 
language, not included in the Senate-
passed bill. This new language includes 

two studies and language regarding the 
‘‘consolidated review of applications″ 
for grants under the Runaway and 
Homeless Youth Act. 

The first study mandates the Sec-
retary of HHS to examine the percent 
of runaways who leave home because of 
sexual abuse. The study is not funded 
and sets an unreasonable time frame. 
The second instructs the Secretary of 
Education to commission a $2.1 million 
study by the National Academy of 
Sciences on the antecedents of school 
violence in urban, suburban, and rural 
schools, including the incidents of 
school violence that occurred in Pearl, 
Mississippi; Paducah, Kentucky; 
Jonesboro, Arkansas; Springfield, Or-
egon; Edinboro, Pennsylvania; Fayette-
ville, Tennessee; Littleton, Colorado; 
and Conyers, Georgia. The study must 
include the impact of cultural influ-
ences and exposure to the media, video 
games, and the Internet. 

It is my understanding that this 
school violence study was slipped into 
the legislation after the House com-
mittee reported the bill. In essence this 
bill seeks to mandate funding from the 
Department of Education, although 
this authorizing legislation, and sets 
an unreasonable time frame for a 
thoughtful study to be conducted. I do 
not support such efforts to bypass the 
consideration of the Appropriations 
Committees. 

The juvenile violence study inserted 
into S. 249 also duplicates numerous 
studies in, S. 254, the Senate-passed ju-
venile justice bill. The studies in S. 254 
include: 

Study of Marketing Practices of Mo-
tion Picture, Recording, and Video/Per-
sonal Computer Game Industries. The 
Federal Trade Commission and the De-
partment of Justice are directed to 
study the extent of the entertainment 
industry’s marketing of unsuitable ma-
terials to minors and the industry’s en-
forcement of the current rating sys-
tems. 

Study. This section instructs the 
Comptroller General to conduct a 
study on (1) the incidents of school-
based violence; (2) impediments to 
combating school-based violence; (3) 
promising initiatives for addressing 
school-based violence; and (4) crisis 
preparedness of school personnel and 
law enforcement officials. 

School Violence Research. This sec-
tion instructs the Attorney General to 
establish a research center that will 
serve as a clearinghouse for school vio-
lence research at the National Center 
for Rural Law Enforcement in Little 
Rock, Arkansas. 

National Commission on Character 
Development. This section creates a 
National Commission on Character De-
velopment to study and make rec-
ommendations with respect to the im-
pact of cultural influences on devel-
oping and instilling character in Amer-
ica’s youth. 
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Study of Marketing Practices of the 

Firearms Industry. This section directs 
the Federal Trade Commission and the 
Attorney General to conduct a study of 
the marketing practices of the fire-
arms industry to determine the extent 
to which the firearms industry adver-
tises its products to juveniles. 

National Media Campaign Against 
Violence. This section creates a $25 
million national media campaign tar-
geted to parents and youth to reduce 
and prevent violence by young Ameri-
cans. The campaign will be operated by 
the National Crime Prevention Council 
with the consultation of national, 
statewide or community-based youth 
organizations. 

Behavioral and Social Science Re-
search on Youth Violence. This section 
authorizes the National Institutes of 
Health, acting through the Office of 
Behavioral and Social Sciences Re-
search, to conduct a comprehensive 
study on the causes and prevention of 
youth violence. 

National Youth Violence Commis-
sion. This subtitle establishes a Com-
mission composed of 16 members to 
conduct a comprehensive factual study 
of incidents of youth violence in order 
to determine the root causes of such vi-
olence by studying the involvement of 
teachers and school administrators, 
trends in family relationships, alien-
ation of youth from the families and 
peer groups, availability of firearms to 
youth, impact of youth violence on 
youth, effects on youth of depictions of 
violence in the media, and the avail-
ability of information regarding the 
construction of weapons. The Commis-
sion will make recommendations to 
the President and Congress to address 
the causes of youth violence and reduce 
incidents of youth violence in the form 
of a report which shall be submitted no 
later than 1 year after the date on 
which the Commission first meets. 

The youth violence study inserted 
into S. 249 by the House also duplicates 
ongoing efforts by President Clinton. 
In August 1998, the Departments of 
Justice and Education released ‘‘Early 
Warning, Timely Response: A Guide to 
Safe Schools.’’ This guide provides 
schools and communities with informa-
tion on how to identify the early warn-
ing signs and take action steps to pre-
vent and respond to school violence. 
Every school in the nation received a 
copy of the guide. 

In October 1998 at the White House 
Conference the President released the 
first Annual Report on School Safety. 
The report includes an analysis of all 
existing national school crime data and 
an overview of state and local crime re-
porting; examples of schools and strat-
egies that are successfully reducing 
school violence, drug use and class dis-
ruption; actions that parents can take 
locally to combat school crime; and re-
sources available to schools and com-
munities to help create safe, dis-
ciplined and drug-free schools. 

On April 1, 1999, a new Safe Schools/
Healthy Students Initiative was an-
nounced by Attorney General Janet 
Reno, Secretary of Education Richard 
Riley and Surgeon General David 
Satcher, M.D., to provide 50 commu-
nities with up to $3 million per year for 
three years to link existing and new 
services and activities into a com-
prehensive community-wide approach 
to violence prevention and healthy 
child development. It is based on evi-
dence that a comprehensive, integrated 
community-wide approach is an effec-
tive way to promote healthy childhood 
development and address the problems 
of school violence and drug abuse. 

On June 1, 1999 the President directed 
the Federal Trade Commission and the 
Department of Justice to conduct a 
joint study of the marketing practices 
of entertainment industries to deter-
mine whether these industries are mar-
keting to children violent and other 
material that is rated for adults. 

There are many more studies and ac-
tivities I could list, but I think my 
point has been made. 

I regret that the House has again, as 
in the last Congress, has taken a clean 
bill and chosen to add extraneous mat-
ters. Rather than allow this tactic to 
delay passage of this already long-de-
layed and much-needed authorization 
for a number of worthwhile programs, I 
will not insist that the House amend-
ment be stricken at this time. I will 
look to reconsider it in the course of 
the conference on the S. 254, the Hatch-
Leahy juvenile crime legislation. 

The other language inserted by the 
House that causes me concern is the 
‘‘consolidated review of grant applica-
tion.’’ In the Leahy-Hatch Senate bill 
we were careful to make clear the con-
tinuation of current law governing the 
minimum grants available for small 
States under Basic Center grants pro-
gram. 

My concern about the consolidation 
language, however, has been abated 
after I received assurances from Sec-
retary Shalala that small States will 
in no way be disadvantaged from re-
ceiving funding at current levels or 
above. If small States, like Vermont, 
effectively compete for national com-
petitive grants programs, that is to 
their additional benefit and will not re-
duce the small State minimums in im-
portant programs like the Basic Center 
grants program. 

In order to address my concern, on 
May 26, I sent a letter to Secretary 
Shalala asking that the Department 
guarantee that the House bill, like the 
Senate bill, preserves the current fund-
ing mechanism under the Runaway and 
Homeless Youth Act. On June 7, 
through Secretary Shalala’s Assistant 
Secretary for Legislation, Rich 
Tarplin, I received such assurance and 
with that, I am pleased to be working 
to expedite the enactment of this legis-
lation. 

I thank Secretary Shalala and As-
sistant Secretary Rich Tarplin for 
making explicit that small States like 
Vermont will not be disadvantaged by 
the language added by the House. In 
addition, I thank Barbara Clark, of the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for 
Legislation, for her tireless work over 
too many years to see through the re-
authorization of these programs. I hope 
all of our efforts are rewarded with pas-
sage of S. 249 as soon as possible. 

I ask unanimous consent that copies 
of my letter to Secretary Shalala and 
the response that I received be included 
in the RECORD following my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am also 

disappointed that the House chose to 
scale back the authorization of these 
program from five years as passed by 
the Senate to four years. 

The bottom line, however, is that the 
Runaway and Homeless Youth Act and 
the National Center for Missing and 
Exploited Children have gone without 
authorization for too long. We should 
pass this legislation without further 
delay. 

I have been able to clear this bill on 
my side of the aisle. Unfortunately, the 
Republicans have not been able to do 
the same and are, once again, holding 
up enactment of this legislation. The 
holdup on passage of this already long-
delayed and much needed authorization 
for a number of worthwhile programs 
to provide assistance to at risk chil-
dren and their families must be put to 
an end. 

The Missing, Exploited, and Runaway 
Children Protection Act of 1999 author-
izes a variety of critical programs for 
our nation’s most at risk children and 
youth—those who are missing or have 
been exploited and those who have run 
away or been forced from home or are 
homeless. The National Center for 
Missing and Exploited Children pro-
vides extremely worthwhile and effec-
tive assistance to children and families 
facing crises across the U.S. and 
around the world. In 1998, the National 
Center helped law enforcement officers 
locate over 5,000 missing children. They 
also handled 132,357 telephone calls to 
their hotline, which included calls to 
report a missing child, to request infor-
mation or assistance and to provide 
leads on missing or potentially ex-
ploited children. This figure includes 
10,904 reported leads or sightings of 
missing children, an increase of 25 per-
cent over such leads in 1997. 

Since 1984, the National Center has 
helped investigate more than 80 cases 
involving Vermont children who have 
been reported missing. They have had 
extraordinary success in resolving 
these cases, some of which have taken 
several years and have involved out of 
state or international negotiations. I 
want to thank Ernie Allen and all of 
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the dedicated employees and volun-
teers associated with the National Cen-
ter for their help in these matters. 

The National Center serves a critical 
role as a clearinghouse of resources and 
information for both family members 
and law enforcement officers. They 
have developed a network of hotels and 
restaurants which provides free serv-
ices to parents in search of their chil-
dren and have also developed extensive 
training programs. The National Cen-
ter has trained 728 sheriffs and police 
chiefs from across the U.S. in recent 
years, including police chiefs from 
Dover, Hartford, Brattleboro and 
Winooski, Vermont, as well as mem-
bers of the Vermont State Police. They 
have trained an additional 150,000 other 
officers in child sexual exploitation 
and the detection of missing children 
since 1984. 

The National Center is also a leader 
in reducing the number of infant ab-
ductions by educating nurses, security 
staffs and hospitals. A seminar held in 
Vermont, trained 250 nurses and secu-
rity personnel, should provide greater 
peace of mind to new parents in my 
home State. 

Most recently, they have expanded 
their role in combating the sexual ex-
ploitation of children by going on-line. 
Last year, they launched their 
‘‘CyberTipline’’ which allows Internet 
users to report suspicious activities 
linked to the Internet, including child 
pornography and the potential entice-
ment of children on-line. In the second 
half of 1998, they received over 4,000 
leads from the CyberTipline which re-
sulted in numerous arrests. I applaud 
the ongoing work of the Center and 
hope that we will promptly pass this 
bill so that they can proceed with their 
important activities with fewer fund-
ing concerns. 

The National Center established an 
international division some time ago 
and has been working to fulfil the 
Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects 
of International Child Abduction. Last 
year the National Center held a con-
ference on international concerns with 
child abductions and international cus-
tody battles between separated parents 
from different countries. 

The other important piece of this leg-
islation is the reauthorization of the 
Runaway and Homeless Youth Act 
which distributes funding to local com-
munity programs on the front lines as-
sisting the approximately 1.3 million 
children and youth each year who are 
homeless or have left or been forced 
from their families for a variety of rea-
sons. Those who provide services pursu-
ant to these programs and those who 
are the beneficiaries of those services 
are far too important to be left hang-
ing. In a Congress in which the budget 
and appropriations processes have 
given way to short-lived spending au-
thority, they all deserve the reassur-
ance of reauthorization and a commit-

ment to funding. Only then will our 
State youth service bureaus and other 
shelter and service providers be able 
plan, design and implement the local 
programs necessary to make the goals 
of the Act a reality. 

In 1974, Congress passed the Runaway 
and Homeless Youth Act as Title III of 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. The inclusion of the 
Runaway and Homeless Youth Act in 
this legislation recognized that young 
people who were effectively homeless 
were in need of shelter, guidance and 
supervision, rather than punishment, 
and should be united with their fami-
lies wherever possible. 

Since 1974, the programs that make 
up the Runaway and Homeless Youth 
Act have evolved to meet the complex 
problems faced by our young people, 
their families and our communities. 
Over the last decade, as a nation, we 
have witnessed an increase in teen 
pregnancy rates, drug and alcohol 
abuse beginning as early as grade 
school, child physical and sexual abuse, 
and a soaring youth suicide rate. 

Since 1989, the transitional living 
program has been part of the Runaway 
and Homeless Youth Act. This pro-
gram, which was developed by my 
former colleague Senator Simon, has 
filled a gap in the needs of older youth 
to help them make the transition to 
independent living situations. 

The majority of these program in 
Vermont are run by the Vermont Coa-
lition of Runaway and Homeless 
Youth. The Vermont Coalition is a 
community-based network comprised 
of member programs that provide crisis 
response, emergency shelter, coun-
seling, and other services to troubled 
youth throughout Vermont counties. 

The programs we are seeking to reau-
thorize include those directed at young 
people who have had some kind of alco-
hol or other drug problem. The isola-
tion in rural areas can lead to serious 
substance abuse problems. It is dif-
ficult to reach young people in rural 
areas and it is difficult for them to find 
the services they need. In Vermont, 
these drug abuse prevention programs 
provide essential outreach services. 

Service providers are being chal-
lenged as never before with an increas-
ingly complex set of problems affecting 
young people and their families. Now is 
not the time to abandon them. There is 
consensus among services providers 
that young people seeking services and 
their families are increasingly more 
troubled—as evidenced by reports of 
family violence, substance abuse and 
the effects of an array of economic 
pressures. These services may well be 
the key to breaking through the isola-
tion of street youth, their mistrust of 
adults, and their reluctance to get in-
volved with public or private providers. 

The programs embodied in S. 249, the 
Missing, Exploited, and Runaway Chil-
dren Protection Act, are important and 

should not once again be held hostage 
to the controversial debate on juvenile 
crime.

EXHIBIT 1

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

Washington, DC. May 26, 1999. 
Hon. DONNA SHALALA, 
Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SECRETARY SHALALA: I am pleased 
that we are close to enactment of S. 249, the 
Missing, Exploited, and Runaway Children 
Protection Act of 1999, which will reauthor-
ize programs under the Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act (RHYA) and authorize fund-
ing for the National Center for Missing and 
Exploited Children. The Senate passed the 
Leahy-Hatch substitute to S. 249 on April 19, 
by unanimous consent. Yesterday, the House 
passed its version of this legislation. 

I am concerned about language inserted 
into the bill during House consideration 
upon which the Senate was not consulted. 
That language provides for a ‘‘consolidated 
review of applications’’ of RHYA grants. Be-
fore agreeing to the new language, I need to 
be assured that this could in no way be con-
strued as consolidating any of the RHYA 
programs under a single formula allocation. 

As you know, under the RHYA, each year 
each State is awarded at a minimum $100,000 
for housing and crisis services under the 
Basic Center grant program. Effective com-
munity-based programs around the country 
can also apply directly for the funding avail-
able for the Transitional Living Program 
and the Sexual Abuse Prevention/Street Out-
reach grants. 

I hope that you can clarify that the new 
language inserted by House will do noting to 
collapse the distinct programs authorized 
under the RHYA. These programs are very 
important and I would like to see the legisla-
tion passed without further delay. 

I have been working since 1996 to enact 
this reauthorizing legislation. I worked to 
have the Senate pass this legislation during 
the last Congress and again earlier this year. 
With your assurance that Vermont and other 
small states will not be disadvantaged by the 
language inserted by the House in competing 
for national grant funding, I will seek to ex-
pedite enactment. 

Sincerely, 
PATRICK LEAHY, 

Ranking Member. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH &
HUMAN SERVICES, 

Washington, DC, June 7, 1999. 
Hon. PATRICK LEAHY, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: You have asked us 
to consider the impact of certain language 
recently inserted into the House version of 
S. 249, the ‘‘Missing, Exploited, and Runaway 
Children Act of 1999’’. Specifically, you have 
asked us to consider whether proposed sec-
tion 385, Consolidated Review of Applica-
tions, will adversely affect the eligibility of 
small States to receive Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act (RHYA) funding above the 
minimum grant allotment of the RHYA 
Basic Center Grant program. 

I am advised by General Counsel that cur-
rently the Secretary has wide statutory dis-
cretion to prescribe the procedures which 
will be used in awarding various grants 
under the RHYA. The Secretary presently 
exercises this discretion by choosing to in-
clude in a consolidated grant announcement 
several discrete funding opportunities with 
distinct application requirements. After 
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studying the pertinent language in S. 249, 
General Counsel has concluded that the pro-
posed legislation provides for a similar level 
of discretion with respect to procedures to be 
used for various grant awards under the 
RHYA. Therefore, since the proposed legisla-
tion does not require the Secretary to 
change in any way her current procedures 
for awarding RHYA grants, it will not re-
quire the Secretary to commingle the cur-
rent separate and discrete RHYA funding op-
portunities so as to adversely affect the eli-
gibility of small States to receive RHYA 
funding above the minimum grant allotment 
of the RHYA Basic Center grant program. 

I hope this information is helpful to you as 
you proceed with final consideration of S. 
249. The Department deeply appreciates all 
your efforts to reauthorize the Runaway and 
Homeless Youth Act. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD J. TARPLIN, 

Assistant Secretary for Legislation. 

f 

AN EFFORT TO RAISE THE CAFE 
STANDARDS 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to talk about an issue of critical 
importance to the families in my 
State. Throughout Michigan, men and 
women are working hard every day to 
produce the cars that make our econ-
omy and our Nation move. They and 
their families depend on the jobs pro-
duced by our automobile manufac-
turing industry, just as the rest of us 
can depend on the cars they produce. 

But those jobs in Michigan’s econ-
omy are jeopardized by efforts to in-
crease the standards for Corporate Av-
erage Fuel Economy, or CAFE. I have 
come to the floor today because I want 
to make certain that my colleagues are 
aware of the extremely serious impact 
of increased CAFE standards, not just 
on Michigan but on every State in the 
Union. I also point out that these puni-
tive measures will be ineffective and 
fly in the face of ongoing efforts on the 
part of our automakers to increase fuel 
economy, efforts that promise to 
produce fruit in the very near future. 

The Federal Government currently 
mandates that auto manufacturers 
mandate a fuel economy of 27.5 miles 
per gallon for cars and 20.7 miles per 
gallon for sports utility vehicles and 
light trucks. 

Since 1995, Congress has wisely re-
fused to allow the Federal bureaucracy 
to unilaterally increase these stand-
ards. We have recognized that it is our 
duty as legislators to make policy in 
this important area of economic and 
environmental concern. 

Now, however, I understand that a 
number of colleagues are calling for an 
end to this congressional authority. 
They are calling on the administration 
to unilaterally increase CAFE require-
ments for sports utility vehicles and 
light trucks to 27.5 miles per gallon. 

This action is misguided. It will hurt 
the working families of Michigan. It 
will undermine American competitive-
ness. I want to put the Senate on no-

tice that I will use every legislative 
means at my disposal to see that it 
does not happen. 

CAFE requirements costs jobs with 
few tangible positive affects. It really 
is that simple. 

Let me explain what I mean.
To meet increased CAFE require-

ments, SUVs and light trucks would 
have to be dramatically reengineered. 
Auto makers would be forced to imple-
ment and design radically new engine 
and autobody changes. Such changes 
would be enormously challenging, and 
would be reflected in decreased power 
and carrying capacity, coupled with an 
increase in price. The result would be a 
less desirable automobile. It would 
spell the doom of the line vehicles 
which are largely responsible for the 
resurgence and continued success of 
American automobile industry. 

Of course, this is precisely the goal of 
CAFE advocates: reduced public de-
mand and consumption of this line of 
vehicle, but it is an unwise course. 

A government engineered campaign 
to steer the public away from the sport 
utility market, one which the U.S. pro-
ducers dominate, will also be of enor-
mous benefit to overseas competitors. 

The fact is, the U.S. dominates the 
light truck market because sky-high 
gasoline prices in countries such as 
Japan have forced foreign auto makers 
to make smaller, lighter cars. 

This matters because CAFE require-
ments are averaged over a producers 
entire fleet of vehicles. Since the Japa-
nese auto producers produce relatively 
few light truck models, these producers 
will have to make no changes in vehi-
cle capacity or production in order to 
meet U.S. CAFE requirements. 

Thus, foreign producers would avoid 
the cost and challenge of modifying 
their fleet fuel economy averages. And 
that means the government, not the 
market, will have placed an uneven 
burden on American workers. 

Consumers also suffer when their 
choices are narrowed. And auto makers 
and their employees suffer when they 
are forced to make cars the public sim-
ply does not want. 

In a statement before the Consumer 
Subcommittee of the Senate Commerce 
Committee, Dr. Marina Whitman of 
General Motors notes that in 1982: ‘‘we 
were forced to close two assembly 
plants which had been fully converted 
to produce our new, highly fuel-effi-
cient compact and mid-size cars. The 
cost of these conversions was $130 mil-
lion, but the plants were closed because 
demand for those cars did not develop 
during a period of sharply declining 
gasoline prices.’’

This story could be repeated for 
every major American automaker, Mr. 
President. And the effects on our over-
all economy have been devastating. 

During this time of economic pros-
perity, it is easy for some people to for-
get the massive dislocation of workers 

which occurred during the 1970’s and 
1980’s. 

But we should keep in mind, not only 
the thousands of jobs in the auto man-
ufacturing industry that were lost dur-
ing this period, but also the massive 
impact this downturn in a key industry 
had on our economy as a whole. 

The story of plant closings were dev-
astating for domestic automakers back 
in the 1970s and 1980s. 

It is unfortunately the case, some-
times when we are in a period of eco-
nomic prosperity, as we are now, it is 
easy to forget the massive dislocation 
of workers which did occur back at 
that time. 

We should keep in mind not only the 
thousands of jobs in the auto manufac-
turing industry that were lost during 
that period, but also the massive im-
pact that downturn in a key industry 
had on our economy.

The American auto industry ac-
counts for one in seven U.S. jobs. Steel, 
transportation, electronics, literally 
dozens of industries employing thou-
sands upon thousands of Americans de-
pend on the health of our auto indus-
try. 

If we do again to our auto industry 
what was done to it during the 1970’s 
and 1980’s, we will quickly see our cur-
rent prosperity turn to an era of sig-
nificant unemployment, in my judg-
ment. 

Mr. President, the last thing our 
economy and our people need is a re-
peat of those hard times. 

Our automakers simply cannot afford 
to pay the fines imposed on them if 
they fail to reach CAFE standards, or 
to build cars that Americans will not 
buy. In either case the real victims are 
American workers and consumers. 

Nor should we forget, Mr. President, 
that American automakers are invest-
ing almost $1 billion every year in re-
search to develop more fuel efficient 
vehicles. 

Indeed, we do not need to turn to the 
punitive, disruptive methods of CAFE 
standards to increase fuel economy for 
American vehicles. Especially since do-
mestic manufacturers have increased 
passenger car fuel economy 108 percent 
and light truck fuel economy almost 60 
percent since the mid-1970s. 

And more progress will soon be real-
ized. Since 1993, the Partnership for a 
New Generation of Vehicles has 
brought together government agencies 
and the auto industry to conduct joint 
research—research that is making sig-
nificant progress and will bridge the 
gap to real world applications after 
2000. 

By enhancing research cooperation, 
PNGV will help our auto industry de-
velop vehicles that are more easily re-
cyclable, have lower emissions, and can 
achieve up to triple the fuel efficiency 
of today’s midsize family sedans. All 
this while producing cars that retain 
performance, utility, safety and econ-
omy. 
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By next year, Mr. President, tech-

nologies developed in the PNGV pro-
gram will be incorporated into concept 
vehicles. These vehicles will help the 
auto industry determine their func-
tional benefits, develop production in-
frastructure and determine commercial 
viability. 

By 2004 we will have production-fea-
sible prototypes that can be brought to 
mass production within 3–5 years. 

Direct-injection engines, new forms 
of fuel cells, lithium batteries, new 
polymers, and many other techno-
logical developments are now in the 
works. They are in the works thanks to 
a strategy that places cooperation over 
punitive government mandates. 

We have made solid progress, Mr. 
President. Progress toward making ve-
hicles that achieve greater fuel econ-
omy without sacrificing the qualities 
consumers demand. 

And we should remember, Mr. Presi-
dent, that we can remain competitive 
and retain American jobs only if people 
will actually buy the vehicles our in-
dustry produces. 

Cooperation will produce the results 
we need. New punitive mandates will 
produce an economic downside none of 
us want to see. 

Again, I will use every legislative 
means at my disposal as a U.S. Senator 
to stop bills or amendments to increase 
CAFE standards. I urge my colleagues 
to reject this misguided attempt to in-
crease the destructive CAFE require-
ments. 

As the son of a man would worked as 
a UAW member on the line for about 20 
years of his life, and the son-in-law of 
a man who did it for 39 years in the 
State of Michigan, my family under-
stands, as do thousands of other fami-
lies in our State, exactly what happens 
when people stop buying American-
made cars. People in our State and peo-
ple in other States start to lose their 
jobs. 

We don’t want that to happen. We 
can achieve the twin goals of keeping 
people at work and producing more 
fuel-efficient vehicles if we continue 
the course that has been working. The 
development, the research, the tech-
nology, which the Federal Government 
has participated in is going to produce 
the success we want. We can do it with-
out government-imposed mandates of 
people losing their jobs. 

This Senator plans to fight in every 
way he can to make sure that is the 
course we follow. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

TRIBUTE TO GENERAL CHARLES 
C. KRULAK, USMC 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a truly distin-
guished officer, gentleman, and patriot: 
General Charles C. Krulak, Com-
mandant, United States Marine Corps. 
I do so, with humility and respect, on 

behalf of the six members of the Senate 
who served in the Marine Corps. Al-
though today marks the end of his re-
markable uniformed career, his legacy 
will live on throughout the Corps’ his-
tory as a ‘‘guide-on’’ for future ma-
rines. 

Today also marks the first time in 70 
years that a Krulak will not be privi-
leged to be in the ranks of the United 
States Marine Corps. General Krulak’s 
father, General V.H. ‘‘Brute’’ Krulak, 
himself a legendary officer, served with 
distinction in three wars ultimately 
achieving the rank of Lieutenant Gen-
eral. All three of General ‘‘Brute’’ 
Krulak’s sons graduated from the 
United States Naval Academy, but it 
was his son Charles, or Chuck, that fol-
lowed very closely in his father’s foot 
steps. 

Mr. President, during the past four 
years, I have had the distinct honor 
and pleasure of working very closely 
with General Chuck Krulak. I first met 
General Krulak during an inspection 
tour in Vietnam where, as a young 
Captain, he had been wounded and was 
being evacuated. We later reminisced 
about that moment, which bonded us 
together forever, during his first cour-
tesy call to me as the new Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps. Today at 
the Change of Command, fittingly held 
on the historic grounds of the 8th and 
I Marine Corps Barracks, General 
Krulak, during his final address, recog-
nized Congress, as did his father, that 
it was the Congress that created the 
Marine Corps and then saved the Ma-
rine Corps when its very existence was 
threatened by a former President, so 
many years ago. He then proclaimed 
that Congress will always preserve the 
Corps. He is correct! 

I believe General Krulak embodies 
the very core values that reflect the 
Marine Corps’ deepest convictions: 
Honor, Courage, and Commitment. 
After 35 years of service, he remains 
passionate about his Marine Corps and 
his marines. In a farewell address to 
the Corps, General Krulak articulated 
his respect and understanding of the 
selflessness and pride of the many Ma-
rines he had known throughout his life. 
He spoke of the ethos of the corps and 
Touchstones of Valor and Values. Mr. 
President, I submit General Krulak’s 
farewell address to the Corps in the 
record of the proceedings of the Senate 
as part of my tribute today. 

I urge my colleagues to read his ad-
dress and think about the young men 
and women Marines who so honorably 
serve everyday, everywhere around the 
world to protect this great nation. 

General, as a former Marine myself, I 
salute you for a job exceedingly well 
done! You are a true patriot and the 
world is a better place because of your 
dedication to and belief in . . . Honor, 
Courage, and Commitment. Semper Fi.

[From Leatherneck Magazine, June 1999] 
A FAREWELL TO THE CORPS 

(By Gen. Charles C. Krulak) 
From my earliest days, I was always awed 

by the character of the Marine Corps, by the 
passion and love that inspired the sacrifices 
of Marines like my father and his friends. As 
a young boy, I admired the warriors and 
thinkers who joined our family for a meal or 
a visit . . . Marines like ‘‘Howlin’ Mad’’ 
Smith, Lemuel C. Shepherd, Gerald C. Thom-
as, and Keith B. McCutcheon. I wondered 
about the source of their pride, their selfless-
ness, and their sense of purpose. Now, at the 
twilight of my career, I understand those 
Marines. I know that they were driven by 
love for the institution to which they had 
dedicated their lives and by the awesome re-
sponsibility they felt to the Marines who 
shared their devotion and sacrifice. Today, 
that same motivation burns deep within the 
heart of each of us. The ethos of our Corps, 
purchased so dearly by these heroes of old, 
reaches into our souls and challenges us to 
strive tirelessly for excellence in all that we 
do. It profoundly influences the actions of 
every Marine that has ever stood on the yel-
low footprints at our Recruit Depots or 
taken the oath as an Officer of Marines. 

The ethos of our Corps is that of the war-
rior. It is defined by two simple qualities . . . 
our two touchstones. The first is our Touch-
stone of Valor. When we are summoned to 
battle, we don our helmets and flak jackets; 
we march to the sound of the guns; we fight 
and we win—Guaranteed. The second is our 
Touchstone of Values. We hold ourselves and 
our institution to the highest standards . . . 
to our core values of Honor, Courage, and 
Commitment. These two Touchstones are in-
extricably and forever linked. They form the 
bedrock of our success and, indeed, of our 
very existence. 

Our Touchstone of Valor is the honor roll 
of our Corps’ history. Bladensburg, Bull Run, 
Cuzco Well, Belleau Wood, Guadalcanal, 
Tarawa, Iwo Jima, Inchon, the Chosin Res-
ervoir, Hue City, Kuwait . . . the blood and 
sacrifice of Marines in these battles, and 
countless others, have been commemorated 
in gilded script and etched forever on the 
black granite base of the Marine Corps War 
Memorial. The names of these places now 
serve as constant reminders of our sacred re-
sponsibility to our Nation and to those 
whose sacrifices have earned the Marine 
Corps a place among the most honored of 
military organizations. The memory of the 
Marines who fought in these battles lives in 
us and in the core values of our precious 
Corps. 

To Marines, Honor, Courage, and Commit-
ment are not simply words or a bumper 
sticker slogan. They reflect our deepest con-
victions and dramatically shape everything 
that we do. They are central to our efforts to 
‘‘Make Marines,’’ men and women of char-
acter who can be entrusted to safeguard our 
Nation and its ideals in the most demanding 
of environments. We imbue Marines with our 
core values from their first moments in our 
Corps because we know that Marines, not 
weapons, win battles. We also know that suc-
cess on the battlefield and the support of the 
citizens whose interests we represent depend 
on our ability to make moral and ethical de-
cisions under the extreme stress of combat 
. . . or in the conduct of our daily lives. 

As an institution, we have had to fight 
hard to maintain our standards. To some, 
they may seem old-fashioned, out-of-step 
with society, or perhaps even ‘‘extremist,’’ 
but we know that our high standards are the 
lifeblood of the Corps, so we have held the 
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line! In this regard, what individual Marines 
are doing everyday counts far more than 
anything that is done in Washington. The 
standards of our Corps are not simply main-
tained by generals, colonels, and sergeants 
major, but, far more importantly, by leaders 
throughout the Corps, at every level. The 
Marine conviction that Semper Fidelis is a 
way of life, not just a motto, speaks power-
fully to the citizens that we serve. It also 
unites us with our fellow Marines, past and 
present—inspiring us to push harder, to 
reach further, and to reject the very notion 
of failure of compromise. 

Sustained and strengthened by the ethos of 
our Corps, you have accomplished a great 
deal during the past four years. I have been 
humbled to be part of your achievements and 
witness to your selfless devotion. Time and 
again, Marines distinguished themselves in 
contingencies around the world, across the 
spectrum of conflict. Marines from across 
the Total Force were the first to fight, the 
first to help and the first to show America’s 
flag—consistently demonstrating our resolve 
and readiness to win when called to action. 
With the involvement of the Fleet Marine 
Force and input from the entire Corps, the 
Warfighting Laboratory has looked hard at 
the 21st Century strategic environment. Ma-
rines ‘‘stole a march’’ on change by testing 
new concepts and emerging technologies, ex-
ploring new tools for developing leaders and 
decision makers, and experimenting in the 
‘‘Three Block War.’’ Our recruiters, drill in-
structors, and small-unit leaders have imple-
mented the Transformation Process and are 
recruiting, training, and developing the 
‘‘Strategic Corporals’’ for tomorrow’s con-
flicts. Led by Marines at the Combat Devel-
opment Command, we have deepened our un-
derstanding of Operational Maneuver From 
The Sea (OMFTS), its enabling concepts and 
technologies, as well as its many challenges. 
The men and women serving in the many 
thankless billets at Headquarters Marine 
Corps and in the joint arena have developed 
and articulated our requirements for the fu-
ture and have secured the resources to trans-
late OMFTS into a reality. Our supporting 
establishment, at every post and station, has 
epitomized selflessness and dedication while 
providing for our readiness requirements. All 
these things are important—and they are the 
accomplishments of every Marine. None of 
them, however, are as significant as main-
taining our hands on the twin Touchstones 
of our Corps. 

The words of my father ring as true today 
as when he first wrote them over fifty years 
ago. ‘‘We exist today—we flourish today—not 
because of what we know we are, or what we 
know we can do, but because of what the 
grassroots of our country believes we are and 
believes we can do . . . The American people 
believe that Marines are downright good for 
the country; that the Marines are masters of 
a form of unfailing alchemy which converts 
unoriented youths into proud, self-reliant 
stable citizens—citizens into whose hands 
the nation’s affairs may safely be entrusted 
. . . And, likewise, should the people ever 
lose that conviction—as a result of our fail-
ure to meet their high—almost spiritual—
standards, the Marine Corps will quickly dis-
appear.’’

May God bless each and every one of you 
and may God bless our Corps! 

f 

CONFERENCE OF MAYORS EN-
DORSE MINIMUM WAGE IN-
CREASE 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 

United States Conference of Mayors re-

cently gave its ringing endorsement to 
an increase in the minimum wage. On 
June 15, at their annual conference in 
New Orleans, the mayors unanimously 
adopted a resolution calling for such an 
increase. 

The resolution was sponsored by 
Mayor Thomas M. Menino of Boston, 
who is renowned for his leadership on 
behalf of working families in our city, 
and I commend Mayor Menino for this 
important and constructive initiation. 

Thanks to the leadership of Mayor 
Menino, the Conference of Mayors has 
highlighted the needs and concerns of 
America’s workers. The adoption of the 
Mayors’ resolution makes it all the 
more important for Congress to act, 
and to act this year. 

Mayors are on the front lines at the 
local level. They know the day-to-day 
realities of the lives of working Ameri-
cans. They have seen firsthand how the 
decrease in value of the minimum wage 
leaves workers unable to support their 
families. By next year, the real value 
of the minimum wage will have 
dropped by $2.50 an hour from its peak 
30 years ago. For a generation, we have 
allowed the value of the minimum 
wage to decline unfairly at the expense 
of millions of hard working American 
men and women and their families. 

The unfortunate reality is that in 
1999, large numbers of Americans work 
40 hours a week, 52 weeks a year, yet 
still can’t support their families. Their 
wages don’t enable them to put food on 
the table or a reasonable roof over 
their heads. A minimum wage worker 
earns $10,712 a year—$3,100 below the 
poverty line for a family of three. 

Every day, working families across 
the country are forced to turn to emer-
gency food assistance to supplement 
their diets, and then to emergency 
shelters for a place to sleep. A 1998 U.S. 
Conference of Mayors survey found 
that 61% of people requesting emer-
gency food assistance were families—
parents and their children. The major-
ity of cities also reported an increase 
in requests for emergency shelter by 
homeless parents with children. As the 
Mayors’ survey emphasized, these are 
working Americans, yet they are not 
earning enough to make ends meet. 

The majority of minimum wage 
workers are adults struggling to 
achieve a decent standard of living. In-
stead of enabling workers to reach this 
goal that all families deserve, today’s 
minimum wage tramples on that dream 
for a better life. 

Now is the time to raise the min-
imum wage. The country’s economy is 
soaring to new heights and setting new 
records for growth and prosperity. The 
economy is the best in decades, and yet 
millions of America’s hardest workers 
are not sharing in this prosperity. The 
Dow Jones Average is touching 11,000. 
The highest compensated CEO in 1998 
was paid $117 million. But minimum 
wage workers still can’t lift their fami-
lies out of poverty. 

Minimum wage workers deserve bet-
ter. They serve our food, take care of 
our children, clean our office buildings, 
and perform countless other basic jobs. 
When hard working Americans put in a 
full day’s work year round, they de-
serve a fair share of the nation’s pros-
perity. 

Over 11 million workers would ben-
efit from an increase in the minimum 
wage. They should not have to rely on 
food aid or shelters. 

Mayor Menino and mayors across 
America want action, Congress should 
heed their call to action and raise the 
minimum wage. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of Mayor Menino’s resolution, 
adopted unanimously by the Con-
ference of Mayors, be printed in the 
RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION NO. 14

(Submitted by the Honorable Thomas M. 
Menino, Mayor of Boston) 

FEDERAL MINIMUM HOURLY WAGE RATE 
ADJUSTMENT 

Whereas, the current federal minimum 
hourly wage rate is inadequate to raise fami-
lies out of poverty; and 

Whereas, the real value of the minimum 
wage continues to fall short since its highest 
level in 1968; and 

Whereas, the purchasing power of the min-
imum wage continues to fall short and fails 
to allow families to make ends meet; and 

Whereas, millions of workers paid by the 
hour earn at or below minimum wage and 
the majority of minimum wage workers are 
adults; and 

Whereas, the poverty line for a family of 
four leaves many minimum wage earners un-
able to survive and they are the sole bread-
winners for their households; and 

Whereas, the majority of the average share 
of household income is earned by a minimum 
wage worker; and 

Whereas, the income disparities between 
the races have been widening, not narrowing; 
and 

Whereas, the minimum wage is one factor 
in these wide income disparities, as minori-
ties work disproportionately in minimum 
wage jobs; and 

Whereas, these minimum wage jobs often 
lack medical, sick or vacation leave, other 
benefits and job security; and 

Whereas, these minimum wage jobs are a 
major factor in the decision of millions of 
workers who would likely drop out of the 
labor force because they see no future in 
such employment, but there are no other al-
ternatives to raise a family; and 

Whereas, many citizens who cannot sur-
vive on minimum wage seek alternatives 
outside the traditional job market that may, 
at time, be destructive to them, their fami-
lies, and the total society; and 

Whereas, studies have shown that raising 
the minimum wage does not result in job 
losses. 

Now, therefore, be it Resolved, That the 
federal minimum hourly wage rate should be 
increased to encourage significantly greater 
labor force participation and enable min-
imum wage job holders to support them-
selves and their families at income levels 
above the nationally defined poverty level. 
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Projected Cost: Unknown. 

f 

SENATE INACTION ON THE COM-
PREHENSIVE NUCLEAR TEST 
BAN TREATY 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, it is the 

responsibility of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee to consider trea-
ties submitted by the President as soon 
as possible after their submission. Nor-
mally, most treaties are considered 
within a year of being submitted. The 
President of the United States trans-
mitted the Comprehensive Nuclear 
Test Ban Treaty to the Senate on Sep-
tember 23, 1997. 

The Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee has not held a single hearing on 
this important Treaty in the 646 days 
since the President sent the CTBT to 
the Senate for its consideration. In 
comparison, the START I Treaty was 
ratified in 11 months, the SALT I Trea-
ty in 3 months, the Conventional 
Armed Forces in Europe Treaty in 4 
months, and the Limited Nuclear Test 
Ban Treaty in 3 weeks. 

As of today, 152 countries have signed 
the CTBT, including Russia and China, 
and 37 countries have ratified the Trea-
ty. The world is waiting for the United 
States to lead on this issue. I hope my 
colleagues will urge for this Treaty’s 
rapid consideration. 

f 

CHILD SURVIVAL AND DISEASE 
PROGRAMS FUND 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I would 
like to express my strong support for 
the Child Survival and Disease Pro-
gram Fund. Last year Congress, allo-
cated $650 million plus $50 million in 
supplemental emergency funds to the 
Child Survival and Disease Program 
Fund for Fiscal Year 1999. As in the 
past, House Subcommittee Chairman 
Callahan has taken the lead in pro-
tecting these child survival programs 
and I commend him for his leadership 
on this issue. For FY 2000 the Clinton 
Administration, however, has budgeted 
$40 million below the $700 million allo-
cated last year. In order to preserve 
the benefits of these important pro-
grams for children worldwide, as we 
have done in the past, we should accept 
in conference the House language that 
Chairman Callahan proposes. 

It is a tragedy that millions of chil-
dren die each year from disease, mal-
nutrition, and other consequences of 
poverty that are both preventable and 
treatable. The programs of the Child 
Survival Fund, which are intended to 
reduce infant mortality and improve 
the health and nutrition of children, 
address the various problems of young 
people struggling to survive in devel-
oping countries. It places a priority on 
the needs of the more than 100 million 
children worldwide who are displaced 
and/or have become orphans. 

The Child Survival and Disease Pro-
grams Fund includes initiatives to curb 

the resurgence of communicable dis-
eases such as malaria and tuberculosis. 
According to the World Health Organi-
zation, in 1999 alone, more children will 
die of tuberculosis than in any other 
year in history. In the underdeveloped 
world, the Child Survival and Disease 
Programs Fund works towards eradi-
cating polio as well as preventing and 
controlling the spread of HIV/AIDS. 

Aside from addressing issues of 
health, the Child Survival and Disease 
Programs Fund also supports basic 
education programs. An investment in 
education yields one of the highest so-
cial and economic rates of return—be-
cause it gives children the necessary 
tools to become self-sufficient adults. 
According to the World Bank, each ad-
ditional year of primary and secondary 
schooling results in a 10–20% wage in-
crease. Unfortunately, there are still 
130 million primary aged children who 
are not attending any school, 2/3 of 
those children are girls. 

The programs supported by the Child 
Survival and Disease Programs Fund 
are effective because they save three 
million lives each year through immu-
nizations, vitamin supplementation, 
oral rehydration therapy, and the 
treatment of childhood respiratory in-
fections, which are the second largest 
killer of children on earth. If every 
child received vaccinations, an addi-
tional two million children each year 
would be saved from these terminal 
diseases. Eliminating the symptoms 
and causes of this poverty is not only 
the humane thing to do—it is also a 
necessary prerequisite for global sta-
bility and prosperity. 

In my view, Congress needs to main-
tain its support for these valuable pro-
grams. It is my hope that the Senate 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee will 
accept the proposed House language. 
The Child Survival and Disease Pro-
grams are effective and are important. 
They should be continued. 

I see the Chairman of the Senate For-
eign Operations Subcommittee on the 
floor and urge his continued support 
for that program. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank the Sen-
ator from Ohio for his statement. I 
have listened very carefully to his re-
marks, and I commend him for his tire-
less efforts in supporting children’s 
causes, here in the United States and 
throughout the world. I would like to 
assure him that I will give every pos-
sible consideration to his request when 
we go to conference. 

Mr. DEWINE. I thank my distin-
guished friend from Kentucky, and I 
yield the floor.

f 

THE MILITARY AND EXTRATER-
RITORIAL JURISDICTION ACT OF 
1999

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I support 
S. 768, which was significantly im-
proved during the Judiciary Com-

mittee mark up with a substitute 
amendment that I cosponsored with 
Senators SESSIONS and DEWINE. This 
important legislation will close a gap 
in Federal law that has existed for 
many years. S. 768 establishes author-
ity for Federal jurisdiction over crimes 
committed by individuals accom-
panying our military overseas and 
court-martial jurisdiction over Depart-
ment of Defense employees and con-
tractors accompanying the Armed 
Forces on contingency missions out-
side the United States during times of 
war or national emergency declared by 
the President or the Congress. 

Civilians accompanying the Armed 
Forces have been subject to court-mar-
tial jurisdiction when ‘‘accompanying 
or serving with the Armies of the 
United States in the field’’ since the 
Revolutionary War. See McCune v. Kil-
patrick, 53 F. Supp. 80, 84 (E.D. Va. 
1943). It is only since the start of the 
Cold War that American troops, accom-
panied by civilian dependents and em-
ployees, have been stationed overseas 
in peace time. Provisions of the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice provide 
for the court-martial of civilians ac-
cused of crimes while accompanying 
the armed forces in times of peace or 
war. The provisions allowing for peace 
time court-martial of civilians were 
found unconstitutional by a series of 
Supreme Court cases beginning with 
Reid v. Covert, 354 U.S. 1 (1957). With 
foreign nations often not interested in 
prosecuting crimes against Americans, 
particularly when committed by an 
American, the result is a jurisdictional 
‘‘gap’’ that allows some civilians to lit-
erally get away with murder. 

A report by the Overseas Jurisdiction 
Advisory Committee submitted to Con-
gress in 1997, cited cases in which host 
countries declined to prosecute serious 
crimes committed by civilians accom-
panying our Armed Forces. These cases 
involved the sexual molestation of de-
pendent girls, the stabbing of a service-
man and drug trafficking to soldiers. 
The individuals who committed these 
crimes against service men and women 
or their dependents were not pros-
ecuted in the host country and were 
free to return to the United States and 
continue their lives as if the incidents 
had never occurred. The victims of 
these awful crimes are left with no re-
dress for the suffering they endured. 

This inability to exercise Federal ju-
risdiction over individuals accom-
panying our armed forces overseas has 
caused problems. During the Vietnam 
War, Federal jurisdiction over civilians 
was not permissible since war was 
never declared by the Congress. Major 
General George S. Prugh said, in his 
text on legal issues arising during the 
Vietnam War, that the inability to dis-
cipline civilians ‘‘became a cause for 
major concern to the U.S. command.’’

More recently, Operation Desert 
Storm involved the deployment of 4,500 
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Department of Defense civilians and at 
least 3,000 contractor employees. Simi-
larly large deployments of civilians 
have been repeated in contingency op-
erations in Somalia, Haiti, Kuwait and 
Rwanda. Although crime by civilians 
accompanying our armed forces in Op-
eration Desert Storm was rare, the De-
partment of Defense did report that 
four of its civilian employees were in-
volved in significant criminal mis-
conduct ranging from transportation of 
illegal firearms to larceny and receiv-
ing stolen property. One of these civil-
ians was suspended without pay for 30 
days while no action was taken on the 
remaining three. 

Due to the lack of Federal jurisdic-
tion over civilians in a foreign country, 
administrative remedies such as dis-
missal from the job, banishment from 
the base, suspension without pay, or 
returning the person to the United 
States are often the only remedies 
available to military authorities to 
deal with civilian offenders. The inad-
equacy of these remedies to address the 
criminal activity of civilians accom-
panying our Armed Forces overseas re-
sults in a lack of deterrence and an in-
equity due to the harsher sanctions im-
posed upon military personnel who 
committed the same crimes as civil-
ians. 

I expect the deployment of civilians 
in Kosovo and elsewhere will be rel-
atively crime free, but regardless of the 
frequency of its use, the gap that al-
lows individuals accompanying our 
military personnel overseas to go 
unpunished for heinous crimes must be 
closed. Our service men and women and 
those accompanying them deserve jus-
tice when they are victims of crime. 
That is why I introduced this provision 
as part of the Safe Schools, Safe 
Streets and Secure Borders Act with 
other Democratic Members, both last 
year as S. 2484 and again on January 19 
of this year, as S. 9. 

I had some concerns with certain as-
pects of S. 768 that were not included 
in my version of this legislation, and I 
am pleased that we were able to ad-
dress those concerns in the Sessions-
Leahy-DeWine substitute. For exam-
ple, the original bill would have ex-
tended court-martial jurisdiction over 
DOD employees and contractors ac-
companying our Armed Forces over-
seas. The Supreme Court in Reid v. Cov-
ert, 354 U.S. 1 (1957), Kinsella v. Sin-
gleton, 361 U.S. 234 (1960) and Toth v. 
Quarles, 350 U.S. 11 (1955), has made 
clear that court-martial jurisdiction 
may not be constitutionally applied to 
crimes committed in peacetime by per-
sons accompanying the armed forces 
overseas, or to crimes committed by a 
former member of the armed services. 

The substitute makes clear that this 
extension of court-martial jurisdiction 
applies only in times when the armed 
forces are engaged in a ‘‘contingency 
operation’’ involving a war or national 

emergency declared by the Congress or 
the President. I believe this comports 
with the Supreme Court rulings on this 
issue and cures any constitutional in-
firmity with the original language. 

In addition, the original bill would 
have deemed any delay in bringing a 
person before a magistrate due to 
transporting the person back to the 
U.S. from overseas as ‘‘justifiable.’’ I 
was concerned that this provision 
could end up excusing lengthy and un-
reasonable delays in getting a civilian, 
who was arrested overseas, before a 
U.S. Magistrate, and thereby raise yet 
other constitutional concerns. 

The Sessions-Leahy-DeWine sub-
stitute cures that potential problem by 
removing the problematic provision 
and relying instead on Rule 5 of the 
Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. 
This rule requires that an arrested per-
son be brought before a magistrate to 
answer charges without unnecessary 
delays, and will apply to the removal of 
a civilian from overseas to answer 
charges in the United States. 

Finally, S. 768 as introduced author-
ized the Department of Defense to de-
termine which foreign officials con-
stitute the appropriate authorities to 
whom an arrested civilian should be de-
livered. In my proposal for this legisla-
tion I required that DOD make this de-
termination in consultation with the 
Department of State. I felt this would 
help avoid international faux pax. I am 
pleased that the Sessions-Leahy sub-
stitute adopted my approach to this 
issue and requires consultation with 
the Department of State. 

I am glad the legislation which I and 
other Democratic members of the Judi-
ciary Committee originally introduced 
both last year and again on January 19 
of this year, is finally being considered, 
and I urge its prompt passage. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Tuesday, 
June 29, 1999, the federal debt stood at 
$5,602,716,451,360.35 (Five trillion, six 
hundred two billion, seven hundred six-
teen million, four hundred fifty-one 
thousand, three hundred sixty dollars 
and thirty-five cents). 

One year ago, June 29, 1998, the fed-
eral debt stood at $5,502,438,000,000 
(Five trillion, five hundred two billion, 
four hundred thirty-eight million). 

Five years ago, June 29, 1994, the fed-
eral debt stood at $4,604,970,000,000 
(Four trillion, six hundred four billion, 
nine hundred seventy million) which 
reflects a debt increase of almost $1 
trillion—$997,746,451,360.35 (Nine hun-
dred ninety-seven billion, seven hun-
dred forty-six million, four hundred 
fifty-one thousand, three hundred sixty 
dollars and thirty-five cents) during 
the past 5 years.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

PROCLAMATION TO MODIFY DUTY-
FREE TREATMENT UNDER THE 
GENERALIZED SYSTEM OF PREF-
ERENCES RELATIVE TO GABON, 
MONGOLIA, AND MAURITANIA; 
TO THE COMMITTEE ON FI-
NANCE—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT—PM 45
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-

fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

To the Congress of the United States: 
The Generalized System of Pref-

erences (GSP) offers duty-free treat-
ment to specified products that are im-
ported from designated beneficiary de-
veloping countries. The GSP is author-
ized by title V of the Trade Act of 1974, 
as amended. 

I have determined, based on a consid-
eration of the eligibility criteria in 
title V, that Gabon and Mongolia 
should be added to the list of bene-
ficiary developing countries under the 
GSP. 

I have also determined that the sus-
pension of preferential treatment for 
Mauritania as a beneficiary developing 
country under the GSP, as reported in 
my letters to the Speaker of the House 
and President of the Senate of June 25, 
1993, should be ended. I had determined 
to suspend Mauritania from the GSP 
because Mauritania had not taken or 
was not taking steps to afford inter-
nationally recognized worker rights. I 
have determined that circumstances in 
Mauritania have changed and that, 
based on a consideration of the eligi-
bility criteria in title V, preferential 
treatment under the GSP for Mauri-
tania as a least-developed beneficiary 
developing country should be restored. 

This message is submitted in accord-
ance with the requirements of title V 
of the Trade Act of 1974. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 30, 1999.

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
At 4:36 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
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following bills and joint resolution, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate:

H.R. 1327. An act to designate the United 
States Postal Service building located at 
34480 Highway 101 South in Cloverdale, Or-
egon, as the ‘‘Maurine B. Neuberger United 
States Post Office’’. 

H.R. 1568. An act to provide technical, fi-
nancial, and procurement assistance to vet-
eran owned small businesses, and for other 
purposes. 

H.R. 1802. An act to amend part E of title 
IV of the Social Security Act to provide 
States with more funding and greater flexi-
bility in carrying out programs designed to 
help children make the transition from fos-
ter care to self-sufficiency, and for other pur-
poses. 

H.R. 2014. An act to prohibit a State from 
imposing a discriminatory commuter tax on 
nonresidents. 

H.R. 2280. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide a cost-of-living ad-
justment in rates of compensation paid for 
service-connected disabilities, to enhance 
the compensation, memorial affairs, and 
housing programs of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, to improve retirement authori-
ties applicable to judges of the United States 
Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims, and 
for other purposes. 

H.J. Res. 34. Joint resolution congratu-
lating and commending the Veterans of For-
eign Wars. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tion were read the first and second 
times by unanimous consent and re-
ferred:

H.R. 1327. An act to designate the United 
States Postal Service building located at 
34480 Highway 101 South in Cloverdale, Or-
egon, as the ‘‘Maurine B. Neuberger United 
States Post Office’’; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

H.R. 1568. An act to provide technical, fi-
nancial, and procurement assistance to vet-
eran owned small businesses, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Small Busi-
ness. 

H.R. 1802. An act to amend part E of title 
IV of the Social Security Act to provide 
States with more funding and greater flexi-
bility in carrying out programs designed to 
help children make the transition from fos-
ter care to self-sufficiency, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

H.R. 2014. A act to prohibit a State from 
imposing a discriminatory commuter tax on 
nonresidents; to the Committee on Finance. 

H.R. 2280. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide a cost-of-living ad-
justment in rates of compensation paid for 
service-connected disabilities, to enhance 
the compensation, memorial affairs, and 
housing programs of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, to improve retirement authori-
ties applicable to judges of the United States 
Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following joint resolution was 
read the first and second times by 
unanimous consent and placed on the 
calendar:

H.J. Res. 34. Joint resolution congratu-
lating and commending the Veterans of For-
eign Wars.

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–4000. A communication from the Acting 
General Counsel, Department of Defense, 
transmitting, a draft of proposed legislation 
entitled ‘‘Commercial Personnel Transfer 
Program for Science and Engineering’’; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–4001. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, a draft of proposed legislation enti-
tled ‘‘Developmental Disabilities Assistance 
Amendments of 1999’’; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–4002. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on D.C. Act 13–94, ‘‘Comprehensive Plan 
Technical Corrections and Response to NCPC 
Recomendations and Closing of a Public 
Alley in Square 1189, S.O. 98–150, Act of 1999’’; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4003. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, a 
draft of proposed legislation amending the 
Woodrow Wilson Memorial Bridge Authority 
Act of 1995; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–4004. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Policy, Management and 
Budget and Chief Financial Officer, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the annual Accountability Report for 
fiscal year 1998; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–4005. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the 
Arms Export Control Act, the report of a 
certification of a proposed license for the ex-
port of defense articles or defense services in 
the amount of $50,000,000 or more for the 
United Kingdom; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations. 

EC–4006. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the 
Arms Export Control Act, the report of a 
proposed manufacturing license agreement 
with Canada; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

EC–4007. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to the 
Arms Export Control Act, the report of a 
certification of a proposed license for the ex-
port of defense articles or defense services in 
the amount of $50,000,000 or more for the 
United Kingdom; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations. 

EC–4008. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to the resignation of 
the Commissioner of the National Center for 
Education Statistics and the designation of 
an Acting Commissioner; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–4009. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of the Office of Inspector General for the pe-
riod October 1, 1998, through March 31, 1999; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4010. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense, transmitting, pur-

suant to law, a report entitled ‘‘TRICARE 
Head Injury Policy and Provider Network 
Adequacy’’; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC–4011. A communication from the Comp-
troller General of the United States, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of the 
list of General Accounting Office reports for 
May 1999; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–4012. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of the texts and background 
statements of international agreements, 
other than treaties; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

EC–4013. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Cyfluthrin: (cyano(4-
fluoro-3-phenoxyphenyl)-methyl-3-(2,2-
dicholoroethenyl)-2,2-dime- thyl-
cyclopropanecarboxylate); Pesticide Toler-
ance’’ (FRL # 6088–9), received June 29, 1999; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–4014. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Difenoconazole; Pesticide 
Tolerance; Technical Amendment’’ (FRL # 
6089–3), received June 29, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–4015. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Air Quality Implementation Plans; 
Louisiana: Reasonable-Further-Progress 
Plan for the 1996–1999 period, Attainment 
Demonstration, Contingency Plan, Motor 
Vehicle Emission Budgets, and 1990 Emission 
Inventory for the Baton Rouge Ozone Non-
attainment Area; Louisiana Point Source 
Banking Regulations’’ (FRL # 6370–8), re-
ceived June 29, 1999; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC–4016. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Air Quality Implementation Plans; 
Utah: Foreward and Definitions, Revision to 
Definition for Sole Source of Heat and Emis-
sions Standards, Nonsubstantive Changes; 
General Requirements, Open Burning and 
Nonsubstantive Changes; and Foreword and 
Definitions, Addition of Definition for PM10 
Nonattainment Area’’ (FRL # 6368–8), re-
ceived June 29, 1999; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC–4017. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Air Quality Implementation Plans; 
Phoenix; Arizona Ozone Nonattainment 
Area, Revision to the 15 Percent Rate of 
Progress Plan’’ (FRL # 6368–8), received June 
29, 1999; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC–4018. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
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Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Hazardous Waste Manage-
ment System; Modification of the Hazardous 
Waste Program; Hazardous Waste Lamps’’ 
(FRL # 6368–8), received June 29, 1999; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–4019. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Interim Final Stay of Ac-
tion on Section 126 Petitions for Purposes of 
Reducing Interstate Ozone Transport’’ (FRL 
# 6364–4), received June 29, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–4020. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Sustainable Development 
Challenge Grant Program’’ (FRL # 6370–4), 
received June 29, 1999; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC–4021. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Weighted Average Interest Rate Update’’ 
(Notice 99–33), received June 28, 1999; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–4022. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Professional Responsibility Advi-
sory Office, Justice Management Division, 
Department of Justice, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Ethical Standards for Attorneys for the 
Government’’ (AG Order No. 2216–99), re-
ceived June 25, 1999; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

EC–4023. A communication from the Dep-
uty Executive Secretary to the Department, 
Health Care Financing Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Hospital Conditions of Par-
ticipation: Patients’ Rights—Medicare and 
Medicaid Programs (HFCA 3018–IFC)’’ 
(RIN0938–AJ56), received June 29, 1999; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–4024. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Exten-
sion of Expiration Dates of an Emergency In-
terim Rule (Implements requirements of the 
American Fisheries Act related to the 1999 
Western Alaska Community Development 
Quota Program)’’ (RIN0648-AM77), received 
June 29, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–4025. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing Model 777 
Series Airplanes, Request for Comments; 
Docket No. 99-NM-116 (6-23/6-28)’’ (RIN2120-
AA64)(1999-0254), received June 28, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–4026. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Bell Helicopter 
Textron Canada (BHTC); Docket No. 98-SW-

62 (6-28/6-28)’’ (RIN2120-AA64)(1999-0255), re-
ceived June 28, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–4027. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives: MT Propeller 
Entwicklung GMBH Model MTV-3-B-C Pro-
pellers; Docket NO. 7-ABE-36 (6-28/6-28)’’ 
(RIN2120-AA64)(1999-0256), received June 28, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–4028. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Pilatus Aircraft 
Ld. Models PC- and PC-12/45 Airplanes; Dock-
et NO. 7-ABE-36 (6-28/6-28)’’ (RIN2120-
AA64)(1999-0256), received June 28, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–4029. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives: LET Aero-
nautical Works Model L33 SOLO Sailplanes; 
Docket NO. 98-CE-120 (6-28/6-28)’’ (RIN2120-
AA64)(1999-0258), received June 28, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–4030. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives: The New Piper 
Aircraft, Inc., PA-23, PA-30, PA-31, PA-34, 
PA-39, PA-40, and PA-42 Series Aircraft; 
Docket No. 98-CE-77 (6-28/6-28)’’ (RIN2120-
AA64)(1999-0259), received June 28, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–4031. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing Model 
747300 and -400 Series Airplanes; Request for 
Comments; Docket No. 99-NM-45 (6-29/6-28)’’ 
(RIN2120-AA64)(1999-0260), received June 28, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–4032. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Sikorsky Air-
craft model S-76A Helicopters; Request for 
Comments; Docket No. 99-SW-26 (6-24/6-28)’’ 
(RIN2120-AA64)(1999-0261), received June 28, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–4033. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Robinson Heli-
copter Company Model 44 Helicopters; Dock-
et No. 98-SW-71 (6-24/6-28)’’ (RIN2120-
AA64)(1999-0262), received June 28, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–4034. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, National 

Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Fisheries of the Northeastern United 
States; Atlantic Mackerel, Squid and 
Butterfish Fisheries; 1999 Specifications; 
Inseason Adjustments of Illex Squid annual 
specifications’’, received June 25, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation.

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted:

By Mr. McCAIN, from the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
with an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute: 

S. 376. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Satellite Act of 1962 to promote com-
petition and privatization in satellite com-
munications, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 106–100). 

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, with an amendment: 

H.R. 1175. A bill to locate and secure the 
return of Zachary Baumel, an American cit-
izen, and other Israeli soldiers missing in ac-
tion. 

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, without amendment and 
with a preamble: 

H. Con. Res. 35. A concurrent resolution 
congratulating the State of Qatar and its 
citizens for their commitment to democratic 
ideals and women’s suffrage on the occasion 
of Qatar’s historic elections of a central mu-
nicipal council on March 8, 1999. 

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, with amendments and an 
amended preamble: 

S. Res. 109. A resolution relating to the ac-
tivities of the National Islamic Front gov-
ernment in Sudan. 

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, without amendment and 
with a preamble: 

S. Res. 119. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate with respect to United 
Nations General Assembly Resolution ES–10/
6. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, without 
amendment: 

S. Res. 129. An original resolution author-
izing expenditures for years October 1, 1999 
to September 30, 2000 and October 1, 2000 to 
February 28, 2001, by the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, without amendment and 
with a preamble: 

S. Con. Res. 36. A concurrent resolution 
condemning Palestinian efforts to revive the 
original Palestine partition plan of Novem-
ber 29, 1947, and condemning the United Na-
tions Commission on Human Rights for its 
April 27, 1999, resolution endorsing Pales-
tinian self-determination on the basis of the 
original Palestine partition plan.

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive report of a 
committee was submitted on June 29, 
1999:

By Mr. CHAFEE, for the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works: 

Timothy Fields, Jr., of Virginia, to be As-
sistant Administrator, Office of Solid Waste, 
Environmental Protection Agency.
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The following executive reports of a 

committee were submitted on June 30, 
1999:

By Mr. HELMS, for the Committee on For-
eign Relations: 

Melvin E. Clark, Jr., of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be a Member of the Board of Di-
rectors of the Overseas Private Investment 
Corporation for a term expiring December 17, 
1999. 

Lawrence Harrington, of Tennessee, to be 
United States Executive Director of the 
Inter-American Development Bank for a 
term of three years. 

Donald Lee Pressley, of Virginia, to be an 
Assistant Administrator of the Agency for 
International Development. 

Richard Holbrooke, of New York, to be a 
Representative of the United States of Amer-
ica to the Sessions of the General Assembly 
of the United Nations during his tenure of 
service as Representative of the United 
States of America to the United Nations. 

Richard Holbrooke, of New York, to be the 
Representative of the United States of Amer-
ica to the United Nations with the rank and 
status of Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary, and the Representative of 
the United States of America in the Security 
Council of the United Nations. 

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 
Nominee: Richard C.A. Holbrooke. 
Post: US Ambassador to the United Na-

tions. 
Nominated: February 10, 1999. 
Contributions: 
(1) Self: (see attached sheet). 
(2) Spouse: Kati Marton—None. 
(3) Children: Anthony Holbrooke—None; 

David Holbrooke—None. 
(4) Parents: Trudi Kearl—None; Dan 

Holbrooke (deceased)—None. 
(5) Grandparents (deceased)—None. 
(6) Brothers and Spouses: Andrew 

Holbrooke—None; Vivian Holbrooke—None. 
(7) Sisters and Spouses: N/A. 
Richard Holbrooke Political Contribu-

tions: 
June 20, 1996: $2,000.—Swett for Senate. 
August 27, 1996: $1,000.—Torricelli for Sen-

ate. 
September 18, 1996: $1,000.—Victory ’96 

(NYSDC). 
September 1996: $10,000.—Victory ’96 (Dem. 

Natl Comm.). 
October 30, 1996: $1,000.—Friends of Schu-

mer. 
April 10, 1997: $1,000.—A Lot of Support for 

Tom Daschle. 
October 10, 1997: $1,000.—Mikulski for Sen-

ate. 
November 7, 1997: $1,000.—The Kerry Com-

mittee. 
November 10, 1997: $1,000.—Friends of Bar-

bara Boxer. 
December 2, 1997: $2,000.—Schumer ’98. 
December 12, 1997: $1,000.—Chris Dodd for 

Senate. 
January 8, 1998: $1,000.—Tom Lantos for 

Congress. 
April 6, 1998: $1,000.—Kennedy for Senate. 
April 21, 1998: $1,000.—The Moynihan Com-

mittee. 
April 23, 1998: $500.—Mondale for Governor. 
June 1998: $500.—Mondale for Governor. 

John David Holum, of Maryland, to be 
Under Secretary for Arms Control and Inter-
national Security, Department of State, 
(New Position) 

David B. Sandalow, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be Assistant Secretary of State 
for Oceans and International Environmental 
and Scientific Affairs. 

Donald W. Keyser, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, for Rank of Ambas-
sador during tenure of service as Special 
Representative of the Secretary of State for 
Nagorno-Karabakh and New Independence 
States Regional Conflicts. 

Larry C. Napper, of Texas, a Career Mem-
ber of the Senior Foreign Service, Class of 
Minister-Counselor, for Rank of Ambassador 
during tenure of service as Coordinator of 
the Support for East European Democracy 
(SEED) Program. 

Frank Almaguer, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Career Minister, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Republic of 
Honduras. 

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 

Nominee: Frank Almaguer. 
Post: Ambassador to Honduras. 
The following is a list of all members of 

my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate. 

Contributions: 
1. Self Frank Almaguer: See attachment. 
2. Spouse Antoinette Almaguer: None. 
3. Children Names: Francisco Daniel 

Almaguer—None; Nina Suzanne Almaguer—
None. 

4. Parents, Names: Francisco Almaguer—
Deceased; Eusebia Vera—None. 

5. Grandparents: All deceased since the 50’s 
or earlier. 

6. Brothers and Spouses: None. 
7. Sisters and Spouses, Names: Beatriz 

Manduley—See attachment; Octavio 
Manduley—See attachment; Miriam Leiva—
See attachment; Fernando Leiva—See at-
tachment. 

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 
ATTACHMENT 

Nominee: Frank Almaguer. 
Contributions amount, date, donee: 
$30.00, 11/25/94, DNC. 
35.00, 02/11/95, DNC. 
30.00, 07/22/95, Clinton-Gore ’96. 
30.00, 12/16/95, DNC. 
35.00, 01/28/96, DSCC. 
10.00, 09/01/96, DNC. 
35.00, 02/25/97, DSCC. 
30.00, 02/28/97, DNC. 
30.00, 10/17/97, DNC. 
30.00, 12/07/97, DNC. 
0.00, 1998, None. 
$295.00 in Federal campaign contributions 

since 1/1/94. 
Plus state/local: $50.00, 11/04/95, VA Demo. 

Victory Fund. 
Sisters and spouses: 
Beatriz & Octavio Manduley: Mr. & Mrs. 

Manduley have informed me that the Fed-
eral Electoral Commission has no record of 
their contributions and that they have not 
kept their own records. However, they esti-
mate that they have jointly contributed be-
tween $25 and $50 to each of the re-election 
campaigns (94,96,98) of Congressman Howard 
Coble (R, NC) and, in 1996, of Senator Jesse 
Helms (R, NC). 

Miriam & Fernando Leiva: I have re-
quested Mr. and Mrs. Leiva to provide me 
with the required information. They have 
not been available to give me a formal re-
sponse. However in a conversation last Oct. 
30, they told me that they made only token 
contributions to political campaigns, and 
only on rare occasions. 

John R. Hamilton, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Republic of 
Peru. 

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 
Nominee: John R. Hamilton. 
Post: Peru. 
The following is a list of all members of 

my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate. 

Contributions: 
1. Self: None. 
2. Spouse: None. 
3. Children and Spouses: None. 
4. Parents Names: Susan G. Hamilton 

(mother)—None; John P. Hamilton (father, 
deceased) (1992). 

5. Grandparents Names: Milbrey Gordon—
grandmother, deceased (1972); James Gor-
don—grandfather, deceased (1930); Joshua P. 
Hamilton—grandfather, deceased (1967); Mar-
garet LeSuer—grandmother, deceased (1950). 

6. Brother and Spouses: Joshua P. Ham-
ilton, brother—None; Judy Jones Hamilton, 
spouse—None; James G. Hamilton, brother—
None; Brenda Hamilton, spouse—None; Jo-
seph L. Hamilton, brother—None; Katherin 
Hamilton, spouse—None. 

7. Sister and Spouse: Mary Louisa Blair, 
sister—None; Thom W. Blair, Jr., spouse—
None. 

Gwen C. Clare, of South Carolina, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Republic of Ecua-
dor. 

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 
Nominee: Gwen Cavanagh Clare. 
Post: Sao Paulo, Brazil. 
The following is a list of all members of 

my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate. 

Contributions: 
1. Self: None. 
2. Spouse, Daniel H. Clare, III: None. 
3. Children and Spouses Names: Daniel H. 

Clare, IV—None; Monica C. Clare—None. 
4. Parents Names: Dorothy H. Southworth; 

Gilbert L. Southworth (stepfather); Walter J. 
Cavanagh (deceased). On and off over the 
years, my parents have made small contribu-
tions to the Republican Party—unsure of 
amount. 

5. Grandparents Names: deceased. 
6. Brother and Spouses Names: Gilbert L. 

Southworth, Jr.—None. 
7. Sisters and Spouses: Barbara S. South-

worth—None. 

Oliver P. Garza, of Texas, a Career Member 
of the Senior Foreign Service, Class of Min-
ister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Republic of Nica-
ragua. 

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 
Nominee: Oliver P. Garza. 
Post: Nicaragua. 
The following list of all members of my 

immediate family and their spouses. I have 
asked each of these persons to inform me of 
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the pertinent contributions made by them. 
To the best of my knowledge, the informa-
tion contained in this report is complete and 
accurate. 

Contributions: 
1. Oliver P. Garza: None. 
2. Spouse: Yolanda D. Garza: None. 
3. Children and spouses: Desiree Denise 

Garza Bell and spouse, David Bell—none; Me-
lissa Jo Garza—none; Christopher Marc 
Garza and spouse, Virginia Garza—none; J. 
Gregory Garza and spouse, Margaret Garza—
none. 

4. Father: Mike M. Garza—Deceased; Moth-
er: Ruth P. Garza, none. 

5. Grandfather: Geronimo Pastrano, none; 
Grandmother: Nickolasa Pastrano, none. 

6. Brother: Margarito P. Garza and spouse, 
Emma Jean Garza—none; Brother: Rudy P. 
Garza and spouse, Yolanda Garza—none. 

7. Sisters: N/A. 

Joyce E. Leader, of the District of Colum-
bia, a Career Member of the Senior Foreign 
Service, Class of Counselor, Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Republic of 
Guinea. 

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 
Nominee: Joyce E. Leader. 
Post: Republic of Guinea. 
The following list of all members of my 

immediate family and their spouses. I have 
asked each of these persons to inform me of 
the pertinent contributions made by them. 
To the best of my knowledge, the informa-
tion contained in this report is complete and 
accurate. 

Contributions—amount, date, donee: 
1. Self: None. 
2. Spouse: None. 
3. Children and spouses: None. 
4. Parents: Barbara B. Worrel—deceased; 

Leland E. Leader—deceased; William J. 
Worrel (stepfather)—$100, 1987, Republican 
Party. 

5. Grandparents: Helen and Edgar 
Biecher—deceased; Viola and Burleigh Lead-
er—deceased. 

6. Brothers and spouses: Stephen W. (step-
brother) and Pat Worrel—none. 

7. Sisters and spouses: Susan J. Worrel 
(stepsister), divorced—none; Janice K. and 
Terrence Ahern—$25/$25, 1996/1997 Nat’s Re-
publican Committee; $150/$75, 1996/1997 Local 
Republican Committee. 

David B. Dunn, of California, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Republic of Zam-
bia. 

Nominee: David B. Dunn. 
Post: Lusaka. 
The following is a list of all members of 

my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate. 

Contributions—Amount, date, donee: 
1. Self: None. 
2. Spouse: Maria-Elena Dunn, none. 
3. Children: Thomas and Brian Dunn, none. 
4. Parents: Elmer Dunn—$30, 10/12/94, Rep. 

Ntl. Comm.; $55, 12/12/95, Rep. Ntl. Comm.; 
$50, 1/10/97, Rep. Ntl. Comm.; $50, 12/17/97, 
Rep. Ntl. Comm.; $25, 6/11/96, Calif. Rep. 
Party; $25, 1/10/97, Calif. Rep. Party; $25, 2/11/
98, Calif. Rep. Party. 

5. Grandparents: Morris and Frances Dunn, 
deceased; Thomas and Susan Hill, deceased. 

6. Brothers and spouses: Stephen and 
Jeannette Dunn, none. 

7. Sisters and spouses, NA. 

M. Michael Einik, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to The Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. 

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 
Nominee: M. Michael Einik. 
Post: Skopje, FYROM. 
The following is a list of all members of 

my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate. 

Contributions—Amount, date, donee: 
1. Self: none. 
2. Spouse: none. 
3. Children and spouses: Nurit, Daniella 

and Eyal Einik, none. 
4. Parents: Minna Einik, none; Isaac Einik, 

deceased. 
5. Grandparents: All deceased in WWII. 
6. Brothers and spouses: N/A. 
7. Sisters and spouses: Eileen Marcus—

$100.00, last five years, does not recall; Zvi 
Marcus, none. 

Mark Wylea Erwin, of North Carolina, to 
be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of America 
to the Republic of Mauritius, and to serve 
concurrently and without additional com-
pensation as Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to the Federal Islamic Republic of 
the Comoros and as Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Republic of 
Seychelles. 

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 
Nominee: Mark Wylea Erwin. 
Post: Ambassador to the Republic of Mau-

ritius, the Republic of Seychelles, and to the 
Federal Islamic Republic of the Comoros. 

The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accuarate. 

Contributions: 
1. Self: see attached. 
2. Spouse: Joan Erwin, see attached. 
3. Children: Jennifer, and Melissa, None. 
4. Parents: Mark L. Erwin and Joan 

Berube, deceased. 
5. Grandparents: C.H. and Zuba Freeman, 

deceased. 
6. Brothers: Mallory Edgar, deceased. 
7. Sisters and spouses: Pam Morrell & B.L., 

see attached. 
Political Contributions, Mark W. Erwin 

1994: 
Sue Myrick for Congress, $200.00, 02/09/94. 
Belk Campaign, $250,00, 02/22/94. 
Sue Myrick Campaign (Joan), $800,00, 05/10/

94. 
David Price for Congress, $100.00, 05/26/94. 
David Price Campaign, $150.00, 06/09/94. 
Bill Hefner for Congress, $250.00, 06/27/94. 
Burroughs for Judge, $500.00, 06/28/94. 
Lancaster of Congress, $250.00, 07/21/94. 
Charlie Rose for Congress, $250.00, 08/03/94. 
John Spratt for Congress Committee, 

$200.00, 08/10/94. 
Martin Nesbitt Campaign, $100.00, 08/16/94. 

Judge S. Thompson Campaign, $100.00, 08/
25/94. 

Maggie Lauterer Campaign, $100.00, 09/20/94. 
John Spratt for Congress, $500.00, 10/21/94. 
Richard Moore for Congress, $250.00, 10/25/

94. 
1995: 

Clinton Campaign, $1,000.00, 04/27/95. 
Charlie Sanders for Senate, $250.00, 05/04/95. 
Clinton-Gore ’96 (Joan Erwin), $1,000.00, 06/

00/95. 
Sue Myrick for Congress, $250.00, 08/04/95. 
Close for U.S. Senate, $500.00, 11/20/95. 
Charlie Sanders for Senate, $750.00, 12/06/95.

1996: 
Bob Etheridge Campaign, $200.00, 05/09/96. 
Committee to Re-elect Sue Myrick, 

$1,000.00, 05/10/96. 
North Carolina Democratic Committee, 

$1,000.00, 07/22/96. 
Close for U.S. Senate, $500.00, 07/22/96. 
Victory ’96, $1,500.00, 08/14/96. 
Close for U.S. Senate, $500.00, 09/25/96. 
Bill Hefner Campaign, $250.00, 10/28/96. 
John Spratt for Congress Committee, 

$500.00, 11/13/96. 
1997: 

CFANSS–PAC, $400.00, 04/02/97. 
NCSC, $1,000.00, 08/25/97. 
Fritz Hollings Campaign, $500.00, 08/27/97. 
DCCC, $1,000.00, 10/09/97. 
Committee to Elect Mike Jackson, $100.00, 

10/16/97. 
South Carolina Democratic Party, $250.00, 

10/24/97. 
D.G. Martin for U.S. Senate Committee, 

$1,000.00, 11/20/97. 
Friends of Chris Dodd, $1,000.00, 12/02/97. 
Citizens to Elect David Young, $500.00, 12/

11/97. 
1998: 

Price for Congress, $100.00, 01/08/98. 
The Committee to Reelect Loretta 

Sanchez, $200.00, 01/13/98. 
Hayes for Congress, $500.00, 01/20/98. 
Bob Bell for Judge, $50.00, 03/17/98. 
Clayton for Congress Committee, $100.00, 

04/06/98. 
Sue Myrick for Congress, $1,000.00 04/23/98. 
Robin Hays for Congress, $500.00, 04/28/98. 
Gephardt in Congress Committee, $1,000.00, 

06/16/98. 
Bob Etheridge for Congress Committee, 

$500.00, 07/06/98. 
Victory in North Carolina, $2,000.00, 07/28/

98. 
Mike Jackson for Congress, $200.00, 08/03/98
Sue Myrick for Congress, $1,000.00, 08/25/98. 
Leadership ’98, $5,000.00, 08/00/98. 
Bob Bell for Judge, $100.00, 09/08/98. 
Mel Watt for Congress, $1,000.00, 9/10/98. 
John Spratt for Congress, $1,000.00, 10/14/98. 
ADP/Senate Campaign, $5,000.00, 10/98. 

Political Contributions, Pam Morrell (sister) 
1994: 

RPAC, $99.00. 
1995: 

Clinton-Gore ’96 Primary, $1,000.00, 06/22/95. 
Close for U.S. Senate, $250.00, 11/10/95. 
RPAC, $208.00. 

1996: 
Clinton-Gore ’96 Gen. Election, $1,000.00, 08/

16/96. 
Spratt for Congress, $500.00, 06/29/96. 
DNC Serices Corp/DNC, $600.00, 09/05/96. 
RPAC, $198.00. 

1997: 
RPAC, $250.00. 

1998: 
Spratt for Congress, $250.00, 03/25/98. 
Spratt for Congress, $500.00, 10/03/98. 
RPAC, $100.00. 

Christopher E. Goldthwait, of Florida, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv-
ice, Class of Career Minister, to be Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
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the United States of America to the Republic 
of Chad. 

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 
Nominee: Christopher E. Goldthwait. 
Post: Chad. 
The following is a list of all members of 

my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate. 

Contributions: 
1. Self: None. 
2. Spouse: None. 
3. Children and spouses: None. 
4. Parents: Elizabeth and John 

Goldthwait—None. 
5. Grandparents: None. 
6. Brothers and spouses: None. 
7. Sisters and spouses: None. 

Joseph Limprecht, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Republic of Alba-
nia. 

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 
Nominee: Joseph Limprecht. 
Post: Albania. 
The following is a list of all members of 

my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate. 

Contributions, Amount, Date, and Donee 

1. Self—None. 
2. Spouse—None. 
3. Children and Spouses, Names: Alma 

Limprecht and Eleanor Limprecht—None. 
4. Parents Names: Marjorie Limprecht—

None. 
5. Grandparents Names: N/A. 
6. Brothers and Spouses Names: N/A. 
7. Sisters and Spouses Names: Jane 

Limprecht—$100.00—1995–98—Va. Democratic 
Party. 

Prudence Bushnell, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Republic of 
Guatemala. 

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 
Nominee; Prudence Bushnell. 
Post: Republic of Guatemala. 
The following is a list of all members of 

my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate. 

Contributions, Amount, Date, and Donee 

1. Self—None. 
2. Spouse: Richard A. Buckley—None. 
3. Children and Spouses Names: Patrick 

Michael Buckley—None; Kathleen Mary 
Buckley—None; Thomas Francis Buckley—
$900—1995—Republican Party; Delia Maria 
Buckley—None; Eileen Marie Buckley 
Mannion—None. 

4. Parents Names: Bernice & Gerald 
Bushnell—$50/year—1995–97—Democratic 
Party. 

5. Grandparents Names: Frank & Edna 
Duflo—Deceased; Sherman & Ethel 
Bushnell—Deceased. 

6. Brothers and Spouses Names: Peter 
Bushnell/Elsie Gettleman—None; Jonathan 
Bushnell/Judy Fortam—None. 

7. Sisters and Spouses Names: Susan 
Bushnell/John F.X. Murphy—$150/year—1995–
1998—Republican Party. 

Donald Keith Bandler, of Pennsylvania, a 
Career Member of the Senior Foreign Serv-
ice, Class of Minister-Counselor, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to the Re-
public of Cyprus.

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 
Nominee: Donald Keith Bandler. 
Post: Ambassador to Cyprus. 
The following is a list of all members of 

my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate. 

Contributions, Amount, Date, and Donee 
1. Self, Donald Keith Bandler—None. 
2. Spouse, Jane Goldwin Bandler—None. 
3. Children and Spouses Names: Lara 

Goldwin Bandler—None; Jillian Goldwin 
Bandler—None; Jeffrey Isidor Goldwin 
Bandler—None. 

4. Parents Names: Fred Bandler, (de-
ceased); Estelle Cooper Bandler—None. 

5. Grandparents Names: Isidor Bandler (de-
ceased), Fanny Bandler (deceased), Samuel 
Cooper (deceased), Anna Cooper (deceased). 

6. Brothers and Spouses Names: NA. 
7. Sisters and Spouses Names: Beth 

Bandler—None; Amy Bandler Garfinkel—
None; Donald Garfinkel—None. 

Johnnie Carson, of Illinois, a Career Mem-
ber of the Senior Foreign Service, Class of 
Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Republic of 
Kenya. 

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 
Nominee: Johnnie Carson. 
Post: Ambassador, Republic of Kenya, 

Nominated: December 1998. 
The following is a list of all members of 

my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate. 

Contributions, Amount, Date, and Donee 
1. Self—None. 
2. Spouse—None. 
3. Children and Spouses Names: (Elizabeth, 

Michael, Katherine)—None/None/None. 
4. Parents Names: Dupree Carson, De-

ceased/None; Aretha Rhodes Carson, De-
ceased/None. 

5. Grandparents Names: Tobby Rhodes, De-
ceased/None; Elizabeth Rhodes, Deceased/
None. 

6. Brothers and Spouses Names: Ronald 
Carson, Deceased; Arthur Carson, None. 

7. Sisters and Spouses Names: Barbara Car-
son, Deceased. 

Thomas J. Miller, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Minister-Counselor, to be Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 
Nominee: Thomas J. Miller. 
Post: Ambassador to Bosnia and 

Herzegovina. 

The following is a list of all members of 
my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate. 

Contributions, Amount, Date, and Donee 
Self—None. 
Spouse: Bonnie Stern Miller—None. 
Children (Spouses): Julie Michelle Miller 

(single)—None; Eric Robert Miller (single)—
None. 

Parents: Louis R. Miller, Jr.—None; Bar-
bara S. Mason—None. 

Grandparents: M/M Sam Shure (deceased)—
None; M/M Louis R. Miller (deceased)—None. 

Brothers (Spouses): Louis R. Miller (Sher-
ry): 

1,000.00—8/96—Pete Wilson 
1,000.00—1998—Janice Hahn 

M/M Richard M. Miller (Kathan)—None; 
Bruce D. Miller (single)—None. 

Sisters (Spouses): None. 

Bismarck Myrick, of Virginia, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Republic of Liberia.

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 
Nominee: Bismarck Myrick. 
Post: Liberia. 
The following is a list of all members of 

my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate. 

Contributions, Amount, Date, and Donee 

1. Self, Bismarck Myrick. 
2. Children and Spouses: Bismarck Myrick, 

Jr.—None; Wesley Todd Myrick—None; Alli-
son Elizabeth Myrick—None. 

3. Parents: Elizabeth Lee Land—Deceased; 
Maceo Lee Myrick—Deceased. 

4. Grandparents: Emmanuel Myrick—De-
ceased. 

5. Brothers and Spouses: James M. Lee—
None. 

6. Sisters and Spouses: Carol Myrick Kitch-
en—None; Steve Kitchen—None; Emily D. 
Thomas—None. 

Michael D. Metelits, of California, a Career 
Member of the Senior Foreign Service, Class 
of Counselor, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Republic of Cape 
Verde. 

FEDERAL CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTION REPORT 
Nominee: Michael D. Metelits. 
Post: Ambassador to Cape Verde. 
The following is a list of all members of 

my immediate family and their spouses. I 
have asked each of these persons to inform 
me of the pertinent contributions made by 
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate. 

Contributions, Amount, Date, and Donee 

1. Self: Michael Metelits—None. 
2. Spouse: Maria Metelits—None. 
3. Children and Spouses Names: Gabriella 

Metelits—None. 
4. Parents Names: Betty and Bernard 

Metelits—None. 
5. Grandparents Names: Deceased—N/A. 
6. Brothers and Spouses Names: Stephen 

Arthur and Robert Joseph Metelits—N/A. 
7. Sisters and Spouses Names: None. 
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I have requested this information and 

brothers (and the only spouse) declined to re-
spond.

(The above nominations were reported 
with the recommendation that they be con-
firmed, subject to the nominees’ commit-
ment to respond to requests to appear and 
testify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate.) 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, for the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, I report favor-
ably nomination lists which were printed in 
the Records of January 19, 1999, March 24, 
1999, April 12, 1999, May 18, 1999 and May 26, 
1999, at the end of the Senate proceedings, 
and ask unanimous consent, to save the ex-
pense of reprinting on the Executive Cal-
endar, that these nominations lie at the Sec-
retary’s desk for the information of Sen-
ators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. 

In the Foreign Service nomination of Peter 
S. Wood, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of January 19, 1999. 

In the Foreign Service nominations begin-
ning Brian E. Carlson, and ending Leonardo 
M. Williams, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of March 24, 1999. 

In the Foreign Service nominations begin-
ning Dale V. Slaght, and ending Eric R. Wea-
ver, which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of March 24, 1999. 

In the Foreign Service nominations begin-
ning Johnny E. Brown, and ending Mee Ja 
Yu, which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of April 12, 1999. 

In the Foreign Service nomination of Ste-
phen A. Dodson, which was received by the 
Senate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of May 18, 1999. 

In the Foreign Service nominations begin-
ning Karen Aguilar, and ending Laurie M. 
Kassman, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD of May 26, 1999. 

In the Foreign Service nominations begin-
ning Constance A. Carrino, and ending Ruth 
H. VanHeuven, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of February 23, 1999. 

In the Foreign Service nominations begin-
ning Jay M. Bergman, and ending Robin 
Lane White, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of May 11, 1999.

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. DASCHLE, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. KERRY, Mr. AKAKA, 
and Ms. MIKULSKI): S. 1304. A bill to 
amend the Family and Medical Leave 
Act of 1993 to allow employees to 
take school involvement leave to par-
ticipate in the academic school ac-
tivities of their children or to par-
ticipate in literacy training, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions. 

By Mr. THOMAS (for himself and Mr. 
ENZI): S. 1305. A bill to amend the En-
dangered Species Act of 1973 to im-
prove the process for listing, recov-
ery planning, and delisting, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. 
LAUTENBERG): S. 1306. A bill to amend 
chapter 44 of title 18, United States 
Code, relating to the regulation of 
firearms dealers, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, and Mr. MCCONNELL): S. 1307. 
A bill to amend the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977 to permit participating house-
holds to use food stamp benefits to 
purchase nutritional supplements 
providing vitamins or minerals, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself and 
Mr. BREAUX): S. 1308. A bill to amend 
section 468A of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 with respect to deduc-
tions for decommissioning costs of 
nuclear power plants; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. SESSIONS: S. 1309. A bill to 
amend title I of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 to 
provide for the preemption of State 
law in certain cases relating to cer-
tain church plans; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
BOND, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. ALLARD, 
Mr. SPECTER, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. ENZI, Mr. FRIST, Mr. 
HELMS, and Mr. ABRAHAM): S. 1310. A 
bill to amend title XVIII of the So-
cial Security Act to modify the in-
terim payment system for home 
health services, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: S. 1311. A bill to 
direct the Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency to es-
tablish an eleventh region of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency, 
comprised solely of the State of Alas-
ka; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. COCHRAN: 
S. Res. 128. A resolution designating March 

2000, as ‘‘Arts Education Month’’; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. Res. 129. An original resolution author-

izing expenditures for years October 1, 1999 
to September 30, 2000 and October 1, 2000 to 
February 28, 2001, by the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources; from the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources; to 
the Committee on Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
DEWINE, Mr. DODD, Mr. BIDEN, and 
Mr. LUGAR): 

S. Res. 130. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that Haiti should con-
duct free, fair, transparent, and peaceful 
elections; to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations. 

By Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. AKAKA, 
Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. BAYH, Mr. BIDEN, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
CLELAND, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
DORGAN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. EDWARDS, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. HOLLINGS, 
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. KERREY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
KOHL, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mrs. LINCOLN, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. REED, Mr. 
REID, Mr. ROBB, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
Mr. SARBANES, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. 
WYDEN): 

S. Res. 131. A resolution relating to the re-
tirement of Ron Kavulick; considered and 
agreed to.

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, 
Mr. DODD, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. AKADA, and Ms. MI-
KULSKI): 

S. 1304. A bill to amend the Family 
and Medical Leave Act of 1993 to allow 
employees to take school involvement 
leave to participate in the academic 
school activities of their children or to 
participate in literacy training, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions. 

TIME FOR SCHOOLS ACT OF 1999

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, in 
1993, thanks to the hard work of Sen-
ator DODD and others, we passed the 
Family and Medical Leave Act 
(FMLA). It was one of the first pieces 
of legislation that I was intimately in-
volved in passing. During the last six 
years we’ve come to realize that it has 
been a huge success. In fact, as we 
come to the close of the decade we can 
honestly say that FMLA has been one 
of the more useful laws we’ve passed in 
the last ten years. 

Now I want to expand upon that suc-
cess and allow parents a little bit of 
time under the current time con-
straints of FMLA to participate in 
school activities. The ‘‘Time for 
Schools Act of 1999’’ will allow a parent 
24 hours per year to participate in the 
academic activities of his or her child. 
This 24 hour period comes from the al-
ready available 12 weeks under FMLA. 

This is something our country needs. 
Parents overwhelmingly want more 
time to support their children in 
school. Businesses thrive when our 
schools produce well-trained grad-
uates—and parental involvement helps 
kids succeed. 
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As a parent, I know how difficult and 

how important it is to participate in 
the education of children. I have been 
lucky to have had the opportunity to 
be involved in the school lives of my 
children. But many parents don’t have 
the time it takes to do those little 
things that will assure their child’s 
success in school, because they can’t 
get away from their jobs. 

By adding academic school activities 
to one of our most successful laws, we 
will give parents something they need: 
time off to become directly involved 
with their children’s learning. 

These days we have many dual-in-
come families and single parents strug-
gling to work to make ends meet. All 
of these families know how important 
it is to be involved in their children’s 
learning. However, the single largest 
barrier to parental involvement at 
schools seems to be lack of time. 

Studies have shown that family in-
volvement is more important to stu-
dent success than family income or 
family education levels. In fact, things 
parents can control, such as limiting 
excess television watching and pro-
viding a variety of reading materials, 
account for almost all the differences 
in average student achievement across 
states. 

All sectors of our communities want 
more time for young people. Students, 
teachers, parents and businesses feel 
something must be done to improve 
family involvement. In fact, 89 percent 
of company executives identified the 
biggest obstacle to school reform as 
the lack of parental involvement. 

And, a 1996 post-election poll com-
missioned by the national PTA found 
that 86 percent of people favor legisla-
tion that would allow workers unpaid 
leave to attend parent-teacher con-
ferences, or to take other actions to 
improve learning for their children. 

A commitment to our children is a 
commitment to our nation’s future. I 
want to make sure all young people re-
ceive the attention they need to suc-
ceed. 

My legislation will allow parents 
time to: (1) attend a parent/teacher 
conference; (2) participate in classroom 
educational activities; or (3) research 
new schools. 

I look at the Family and Medical 
Leave Act—which has helped one in six 
American employees take time to deal 
with serious family health problems, 
and which 90 percent of businesses had 
little or no cost implementing—and I 
see success. People in my state have 
been able to deal with urgent family 
needs, without losing their jobs. 

A 1998 study by the Families and 
Work Institute found that 84% of em-
ployers felt that the benefits of pro-
viding family or medical leave offset or 
outweigh the costs. Taking time out 
for children not only helps parents and 
children, but is also beneficial to busi-
ness. 

My bill extends the uses of family 
leave to another urgent need families 
face—the need to help their children 
learn. The time is right for the ‘‘Time 
for Schools Act.’’ 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1304
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Time for 
Schools Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR LEAVE. 

(a) ENTITLEMENT TO LEAVE.—Section 102(a) 
of the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993 
(29 U.S.C. 2612(a)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(3) ENTITLEMENT TO SCHOOL INVOLVEMENT 
LEAVE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to section 103(f), 
an eligible employee shall be entitled to a 
total of 24 hours of leave during any 12-
month period to participate in an academic 
activity of a school of a son or daughter of 
the employee, such as a parent-teacher con-
ference or an interview for a school, or to 
participate in literacy training under a fam-
ily literacy program.

‘‘(B) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 
‘‘(i) FAMILY LITERACY PROGRAM.—The term 

‘family literacy program’ means a program 
of services that are of sufficient intensity in 
terms of hours, and of sufficient duration, to 
make sustainable changes in a family and 
that integrate all of the following activities: 

‘‘(I) Interactive literacy activities between 
parents and their sons and daughters. 

‘‘(II) Training for parents on how to be the 
primary teacher for their sons and daughters 
and full partners in the education of their 
sons and daughters. 

‘‘(III) Parent literacy training. 
‘‘(IV) An age-appropriate education pro-

gram for sons and daughters. 
‘‘(ii) LITERACY.—The term ‘literacy’, used 

with respect to an individual, means the 
ability of the individual to speak, read, and 
write English, and compute and solve prob-
lems, at levels of proficiency necessary—

‘‘(I) to function on the job, in the family of 
the individual, and in society; 

‘‘(II) to achieve the goals of the individual; 
and 

‘‘(III) to develop the knowledge potential 
of the individual. 

‘‘(iii) SCHOOL.—The term ‘school’ means an 
elementary school or secondary school (as 
such terms are defined in section 14101 of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801)), a Head Start program 
assisted under the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C. 
9831 et seq.), and a child care facility oper-
ated by a provider who meets the applicable 
State or local government licensing, certifi-
cation, approval, or registration require-
ments, if any. 

‘‘(4) LIMITATION.—No employee may take 
more than a total of 12 workweeks of leave 
under paragraphs (1) and (3) during any 12-
month period.’’.

(b) SCHEDULE.—Section 102(b)(1) of such 
Act (29 U.S.C. 2612(b)(1)) is amended by in-
serting after the second sentence the fol-
lowing: ‘‘Leave under subsection (a)(3) may 
be taken intermittently or on a reduced 
leave schedule.’’. 

(c) SUBSTITUTION OF PAID LEAVE.—Section 
102(d)(2)(A) of such Act (29 U.S.C. 
2612(d)(2)(A)) is amended by inserting before 
the period the following: ‘‘, or for leave pro-
vided under subsection (a)(3) for any part of 
the 24-hour period of such leave under such 
subsection’’.

(d) NOTICE.—Section 102(e) of such Act (29 
U.S.C. 2612(e)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(3) NOTICE FOR SCHOOL INVOLVEMENT 
LEAVE.—In any case in which the necessity 
for leave under subsection (a)(3) is foresee-
able, the employee shall provide the em-
ployer with not less than 7 days’ notice, be-
fore the date the leave is to begin, of the em-
ployee’s intention to take leave under such 
subsection. If the necessity for the leave is 
not foreseeable, the employee shall provide 
such notice as is practicable.’’. 

(e) CERTIFICATION.—Section 103 of such Act 
(29 U.S.C. 2613) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(f) CERTIFICATION FOR SCHOOL INVOLVE-
MENT LEAVE.—An employer may require that 
a request for leave under section 102(a)(3) be 
supported by a certification issued at such 
time and in such manner as the Secretary 
may by regulation prescribe.’’. 
SEC. 3. SCHOOL INVOLVEMENT LEAVE FOR CIVIL 

SERVICE EMPLOYEES. 
(a) ENTITLEMENT TO LEAVE.—Section 

6382(a) of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(3)(A) Subject to section 6383(f), an em-
ployee shall be entitled to a total of 24 hours 
of leave during any 12-month period to par-
ticipate in an academic activity of a school 
of a son or daughter of the employee, such as 
a parent-teacher conference or an interview 
for a school, or to participate in literacy 
training under a family literacy program. 

‘‘(B) In this paragraph: 
‘‘(i) The term ‘family literacy program’ 

means a program of services that are of suffi-
cient intensity in terms of hours, and of suf-
ficient duration, to make sustainable 
changes in a family and that integrate all of 
the following activities: 

‘‘(I) Interactive literacy activities between 
parents and their sons and daughters. 

‘‘(II) Training for parents on how to be the 
primary teacher for their sons and daughters 
and full partners in the education of their 
sons and daughters. 

‘‘(III) Parent literacy training. 
‘‘(IV) An age-appropriate education pro-

gram for sons and daughters. 
‘‘(ii) The term ‘literacy’, used with respect 

to an individual, means the ability of the in-
dividual to speak, read, and write English, 
and compute and solve problems, at levels of 
proficiency necessary—

‘‘(I) to function on the job, in the family of 
the individual, and in society; 

‘‘(II) to achieve the goals of the individual; 
and 

‘‘(III) to develop the knowledge potential 
of the individual. 

‘‘(iii) The term ‘school’ means an elemen-
tary school or secondary school (as such 
terms are defined in section 14101 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801)), a Head Start program 
assisted under the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C. 
9831 et seq.), and a child care facility oper-
ated by a provider who meets the applicable 
State or local government licensing, certifi-
cation, approval, or registration require-
ments, if any. 

‘‘(4) No employee may take more than a 
total of 12 workweeks of leave under para-
graphs (1) and (3) during any 12-month pe-
riod.’’. 
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(b) SCHEDULE.—Section 6382(b)(1) of such 

title is amended by inserting after the sec-
ond sentence the following: ‘‘Leave under 
subsection (a)(3) may be taken intermit-
tently or on a reduced leave schedule.’’. 

(c) SUBSTITUTION OF PAID LEAVE.—Section 
6382(d) of such title is amended by inserting 
before ‘‘, except’’ the following: ‘‘, or for 
leave provided under subsection (a)(3) any of 
the employee’s accrued or accumulated an-
nual leave under subchapter I for any part of 
the 24-hour period of such leave under such 
subsection’’. 

(d) NOTICE.—Section 6382(e) of such title is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(3) In any case in which the necessity for 
leave under subsection (a)(3) is foreseeable, 
the employee shall provide the employing 
agency with not less than 7 days’ notice, be-
fore the date the leave is to begin, of the em-
ployee’s intention to take leave under such 
subsection. If the necessity for the leave is 
not foreseeable, the employee shall provide 
such notice as is practicable.’’. 

(e) CERTIFICATION.—Section 6383 of such 
title is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(f) An employing agency may require that 
a request for leave under section 6382(a)(3) be 
supported by a certification issued at such 
time and in such manner as the Office of Per-
sonnel Management may by regulation pre-
scribe.’’. 
SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act takes effect 120 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is a 
privilege to join in sponsoring The 
Time for Schools Act of 1999, and I 
commend Senator MURRAY for her im-
pressive leadership. This legislation 
will provide parents with much-needed 
assistance as they struggle to balance 
the needs of their children and the de-
mands of their jobs. 

Six years ago, the Family and Med-
ical Leave Act became the first bill 
signed into law by President Clinton. 
Workers covered by the law can take 
up to 12 weeks of unpaid leave a year in 
order to care for a newborn or adopted 
child, or a seriously ill family member, 
and know that their jobs will be there 
when they get back. 

By any measure, the Family and 
Medical Leave Act has been a resound-
ing success. Over 89 million Ameri-
cans—70% of the workforce—are cov-
ered by the law, and millions of work-
ers have been able to take the time 
they need to care for their families. 
The vast majority of covered employ-
ers—over 90%—have found the law rel-
atively easy to administer, according 
to the bipartisan Commission on Fam-
ily and Medical Leave. 

Now it is time to take another step, 
and extend that success to enable par-
ents to take up to 24 hours of unpaid 
family leave a year to be involved in 
their children’s academic activities at 
school. I am proud that, under state 
law, parents in Massachusetts know 
they can take care of their children’s 
school needs without losing their jobs. 
We should give all parents across the 
nation that right under federal law, 
too. 

Parents play a crucial role in their 
children’s lives. But too often, society 

offers them only barriers and blame as 
they try to raise their children. While 
we hear a lot of talk about family val-
ues, the test is whether we genuinely 
value families. If we do, then we must 
adopt better policies to help working 
parents balance the competing de-
mands of the workplace and their re-
sponsibility to care for their children. 

We know that working parents want 
to be more involved in their children’s 
lives. In a study by the PTA, two-
thirds of employed parents with chil-
dren under 18 felt they did not have 
enough time to spend with their chil-
dren. Forty percent felt they weren’t 
devoting enough time to their chil-
dren’s education. Almost a quarter re-
ported that attending teacher-parent 
conferences created problems at work. 

We know that involved parents in-
crease the likelihood of a child’s suc-
cess at school. According to some stud-
ies, it may be the single most impor-
tant factor in student learning. One 
study showed that the involvement of 
both parents in their child’s school was 
significantly associated with the 
child’s academic achievement. 

The Time for Schools Act will give 
working parents up to 24 hours of leave 
a year to participate in their children’s 
school activities, such as attending 
parent-teacher conferences, taking 
part in classroom educational activi-
ties, or selecting the right school for 
their children. 

Responsible employers know that 
flexible family workplace policies 
mean better, more productive workers. 
These policies are good for families, 
and good for business. In 1998, survey 
by the Families and Work Institute re-
ported that the overwhelming majority 
of employers—84%—agree that the ben-
efits of family or medical leave offset 
the costs. 

The advantage of this legislation to 
employers are clear. A mother or fa-
ther worried about how a child is doing 
at school is a less effective employee. 
The 24 hours of leave granted under 
this Act will be counted towards the 12 
weeks of leave already provided under 
the Family and Medical Leave Act. In 
addition, workers must give employers 
a week’s notice, except in emergencies. 
As a result, the legislation will have 
only a minimal impact on employers. 

The tragedies we have witnessed at 
schools in recent years demonstrate 
how important it is for parents to pay 
attention to how children are doing at 
school. When this bill becomes law, 
workers will know they don’t have to 
stop being parents when they go to 
work. They can be good parents at 
school, as well as after school. 

Again, I commend Senator MURRAY 
for her leadership on this important 
measure, and I look forward to working 
with her to enact it as soon as possible 
this year.

By Mr. THOMAS (for himself and 
Mr. ENZI): 

S. 1305. A bill to amend the Endan-
gered Species Act of 1973 to improve 
the process for listing, recovery plan-
ning, and delisting, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

LISTING AND DELISTING REFORM ACT OF 1999 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce the Listing and 
Delisting Reform Act of 1999, cospon-
sored by my colleague from Wyoming, 
Senator ENZI. The Endangered Species 
Act has become one of the best exam-
ples of good intentions gone astray, 
and so today I am taking one small 
step toward injecting some common 
sense into what has become a regu-
latory nightmare. It is my intention to 
start making the law more effective for 
local landowners, public land man-
agers, communities and state govern-
ments who truly hold the key to any 
successful effort to conserve species. 
My legislation seeks to improve the 
listing, recovery planning and delisting 
processes so that recovery, the goal of 
the act, is easier to achieve. 

In Wyoming, we have seen first hand 
the need to revise the listing and 
delisting processes of the Endangered 
Species Act. Listing should be a purely 
scientific decision. Listing should be 
based on credible data that has been 
peer-reviewed. Recently, the Prebles 
Meadow Jumping Mouse was listed in 
the State of Wyoming. The listing 
process for this mouse demonstrates 
how the system has gone haywire de-
void of good science. One of the more 
significant shortcomings of the 
Preble’s Rule relates to confusion 
about claims regarding the ‘‘known 
range’’ of as opposed to the alleged 
‘‘historical range.’’ Historical data and 
current knowledge do not support the 
high, short-grass, semi-arid plains for 
southeastern Wyoming as part of the 
mouse’s historical habitat range. The 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has even 
admitted to uncertainties regarding 
taxonomic distinctions and ranges. 
Further, the State was not properly no-
tified causing counties, commissioners, 
and landowners all to be caught off 
guard. Such poor practices do not fos-
ter the types of partnerships that are 
required if meaningful species con-
servation is to occur. Clearly, changes 
are desperately needed to the Endan-
gered Species Act. 

Not far behind the mouse in Wyo-
ming, is the black tailed prairie dog. 
Petitions to list the prairie dog have 
been filed and the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service has said the petition is not 
only warranted but deserves further 
study. I have lived in Wyoming most of 
my life, and I have logged a lot of miles 
on the roads and highways in my State 
over the years. I can tell you from ex-
perience that there is no shortage of 
prairie dogs in Wyoming. Any farmer 
or rancher will concur with that opin-
ion. This petition, and countless other 
actions throughout the country, makes 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:23 Oct 04, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00103 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S30JN9.003 S30JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE14908 June 30, 1999
it painfully clear that some folks are 
intent on completely eliminating ac-
tivity on public lands, no matter what 
the cost to individuals or local commu-
nities that rely on the land for eco-
nomic survival. 

My legislation will require the Sec-
retary of the Interior to use scientific 
or commercial data that is empirical, 
field tested and peer-reviewed. Right 
now, it is basically a ‘‘postage stamp’’ 
petition: any person who wants to start 
a listing process may petition a species 
with little or no scientific support. 
This legislation prevents this absurd 
practice by establishing minimum re-
quirements for a listing petition that 
includes an analysis of the status of 
the species, its range, population 
trends and threats. The petition must 
also be peer reviewed. In order to list a 
species, the Secretary must determine 
if sufficient biological information ex-
ists in the petition to support a recov-
ery plan. Under my proposal, states are 
made active participants in the process 
and the general public is provided a 
more substantial role. 

This legislation requires explicit 
planning and forethought with regard 
to conservation and recovery at the 
time the species is listed. Let me be 
clear about the intent of this require-
ment. I do not question the basic 
premise that some species require the 
protection of the Endangered Species 
Act. However, listing a species can 
cause hardship on a community. For 
that reason, it is critically important 
and only reasonable that every listing 
be supported by sound science. We 
should be sure of the need for a listing 
before we ask the members of our com-
munities and private landowners to 
make sacrifices. 

In my State of Wyoming, I have 
found that with several listings, the 
Secretary of the Interior is unable to 
tell me what measures will be required 
to achieve species recovery. The Sec-
retary cannot tell me what acts or 
omissions we can expect to face as a 
consequence of listing. How can this 
be, if the Secretary is fully apprized of 
the status of the species? Conversely, if 
the Secretary cannot clearly describe 
how to reverse threatening acts to a 
species so that we can achieve recov-
ery, how can we be sure that the spe-
cies is, in fact, threatened? 

This ambiguity has caused much 
undue frustration to the people of Wyo-
ming. If the Secretary believes that 
certain farming or ranching practices, 
or the diversion of a certain amount of 
water, or a private citizen’s develop-
ment of one’s own property, is the 
cause for a listing, then the Secretary 
should identify those activities that 
have to be curtailed or changed. If the 
Secretary does not have enough infor-
mation to indicate what activities 
should be restricted, then why list a 
species? Why open producers and oth-
ers to the burden of over-zealous en-

forcement and even litigation without 
being able to achieve the goal of recov-
ering the species? 

This legislation is ultimately de-
signed to improve the quality of infor-
mation used to support a listing. If the 
Secretary knows enough to list a spe-
cies, he should know enough to tell us 
what will be required for recovery. 
That should be the case under current 
law, and that is all that this provision 
would require. 

Just as the beginning of the process 
needs changes, we need to revise the 
end of the process—the delisting proce-
dure. Recovery and delisting are quite 
simply, the goals of the Endangered 
Species Act. Yet, it is virtually impos-
sible to currently delist a species. 
There is no certainty in the process 
and the States—the folks who have all 
the responsibility for managing the 
species once it is off the list—are not 
true partners in that process. Once the 
recovery plan is met, the species 
should be delisted. 

Wyoming’s experience with the Griz-
zly Bear pinpoints some of the prob-
lems with the current delisting proc-
ess. The Interagency Grizzly Bear Com-
mittee set criteria for recovery and in 
the Yellowstone ecosystem, those tar-
gets have been met, but the bear has 
still not been removed from the list. 
We’ve been battling the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service for years over this one 
to noavail, despite tremendous effort 
and financial resources to meet recov-
ery objectives. Despite rebounded pop-
ulations, we keep funneling money 
down a black hole. 

The point is something needs to be 
done. My constituents, rightly so, are 
angry and upset about this current law 
and the trickling effects of countless 
listings. Real lives are being impacted. 
It is time for some real changes. These 
are small changes but I believe they 
will make big impacts. The changes I 
have suggested will have a significant 
effect on the quality of science, public 
participation, state involvement, speed 
in recovery and finally the delisting of 
a species. Species that truly need pro-
tection will be protected, but let’s not 
lose sight of the real goal—recovery 
and delisting.

By Mr. SCHUMER: 
S. 1306. A bill to amend chapter 44 of 

title 18, United States Code, relating to 
the regulation of firearms dealers, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

TARGETED GUN DEALER ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 
1999 

Mr. SCHUMER Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the ‘‘Targeted Gun 
Dealer Enforcement Act of 1999.’’ This 
legislation would enable law enforce-
ment to crack down on certain gun 
dealers and ‘‘straw purchasers’’ respon-
sible for funneling firearms into the 
hands of those who use guns in crime. 

A licensed gun dealer in West Mil-
waukee, Wisconsin was the retail 

source of 1,195 guns linked to crime be-
tween 1996 and 1998 Similarly, 1,176 
crime guns recovered by law enforce-
ment authorities over those three 
years were traced to a single gun deal-
er in Riverdale, Illinois In fact, 137 gun 
stores account for more than 13,000 
crime guns seized in 1998 Year after 
year, many of these 137 dealers emerge 
as major sources of crime guns, even 
though most are not located in high-
crime areas. 

The path a gun takes to a crime 
scene is often a path of rapid diversion 
from first retail sale at federally li-
censed gun dealers to an illegal market 
supplying juveniles and felons Accord-
ing to a February 1999 ATF crime gun 
trace analysis report, ‘‘New guns in ju-
venile or criminal hands signal direct 
diversion, by illegal firearms traf-
ficking—for instance through straw 
purchases or off the book sales by cor-
rupt FFLs.’’ 

An extremely small percentage of 
gun dealers are disproportionately re-
sponsible for this problem of rapid di-
version of guns from first retail sale to 
crime scenes Indeed, almost half of the 
guns recovered in crime and traced 
through ATF in 1998 are traceable to a 
mere 1.1 percent of the nation’s li-
censed gun dealers Yet law enforce-
ment’s ability to prevent certain gun 
dealers and straw purchasers from sup-
plying young people and felons with 
new guns for use in crime is con-
strained by current federal firearms 
law—which limits the records and 
sanctions to which law enforcement 
has ready access. 

My legislation would give law en-
forcement the tools it needs to crack 
down on certain gun dealers and ‘‘straw 
purchasers’’ responsible for funneling 
firearms into the hands of those who 
use guns in crime The bill would, 
among other things, impose strict new 
reporting requirements and automatic 
sanctions for illegal activity upon the 
0.4 percent of licensed gun dealers re-
sponsible for 25 or more crime gun 
traces in given year; authorize ATF to 
suspend the licenses of and impose civil 
monetary penalties upon licensed gun 
dealers who willfully violate federal 
firearms law; clearly outlaw and in-
crease penalties for ‘‘straw pur-
chasing’’; and enable law enforcement 
more readily to trace the purchase-
and-sale histories of firearms used in 
crime. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the legislation be 
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1306
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Targeted 
Gun Dealer Enforcement Act of 1999’’. 
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SEC. 2. REGULATION OF LICENSED DEALERS. 

(a) PROHIBITION ON STRAW PURCHASES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 922(a)(6) of title 

18, United States Code, is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘, or with respect to the identity of the 
person in fact purchasing or attempting to 
purchase such firearm or ammunition,’’ be-
fore ‘‘under the’’. 

(2) PENALTIES.—Section 924(a)(3) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: ‘‘Notwithstanding the 
preceding sentence, a violation in relation to 
section 922(a)(6) or 922(d) by a licensed deal-
er, licensed importer, licensed manufacturer, 
or licensed collector shall be subject to the 
penalties under paragraph (2) of this sub-
section.’’. 

(b) NOTIFICATION OF STATE LAW REGARDING 
CARRYING CONCEALED FIREARMS.—Section 922 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after subsection (y) the following: 

‘‘(z) NOTIFICATION OF STATE REQUIRE-
MENTS.—It shall be unlawful for a licensed 
dealer to transfer a firearm to any person, 
unless the dealer notifies that person wheth-
er applicable State law requires persons to 
be licensed to carry concealed firearms in 
the State, or prohibits the carrying of con-
cealed firearms in the State.’’. 

(c) REVOCATION OR SUSPENSION OF LICENSE; 
CIVIL PENALTIES.—Section 923 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
subsections (e) and (f) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(e) REVOCATION OR SUSPENSION OF LI-
CENSE; CIVIL PENALTIES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may, after 
notice and opportunity for hearing—

‘‘(A) suspend or revoke any license issued 
under this section, if the holder of such li-
cense— 

‘‘(i) willfully violates any provision of this 
chapter or any rule or regulation prescribed 
by the Secretary under this chapter; or 

‘‘(ii) fails to have secure gun storage or 
safety devices available at any place in 
which firearms are sold under the license to 
persons who are not licensees (except that in 
any case in which a secure gun storage or 
safety device is temporarily unavailable be-
cause of theft, casualty loss, consumer sales, 
backorders from a manufacturer, or any 
other similar reason beyond the control of 
the licensee, the licensed dealer shall not be 
considered to be in violation of the require-
ment to make available such a device); 

‘‘(B) suspend or revoke the license issued 
under this section to a dealer who willfully 
transfers armor piercing ammunition; and 

‘‘(C) assess and collect a civil penalty of 
not more than $10,000 per violation against 
any holder of a license, if the Secretary is 
authorized to suspend or revoke the license 
of that holder under subparagraph (A) or (B). 

‘‘(2) LIABILITY.—The Secretary may at any 
time compromise, mitigate, or remit the li-
ability with respect to any willful violation 
of this subsection or any rule or regulation 
prescribed by the Secretary under this sub-
section. 

‘‘(3) REVIEW.—An action of the Secretary 
under this subsection may be reviewed only 
as provided in subsection (f). 

‘‘(4) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.—Not less 
than once every 6 months, the Secretary 
shall notify each licensed manufacturer and 
each licensed dealer of the name, address, 
and license number of each dealer whose li-
cense was suspended or revoked under this 
section during the preceding 6-month period. 

‘‘(f) RIGHTS OF APPLICANTS AND LICENS-
EES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary denies 
an application for, or revokes or suspends a 

license, or assesses a civil penalty under this 
section, the Secretary shall provide written 
notice of such denial, revocation, suspension, 
or assessment to the affected party, stating 
specifically the grounds upon which the ap-
plication was denied, the license was sus-
pended or revoked, or the civil penalty was 
assessed. Any notice of a revocation or sus-
pension of a license under this paragraph 
shall be given to the holder of such license 
before the effective date of the revocation or 
suspension, as applicable. 

‘‘(2) APPEAL PROCESS.—
‘‘(A) HEARING.—If the Secretary denies an 

application for, or revokes or suspends a li-
cense, or assesses a civil penalty under this 
section, the Secretary shall, upon request of 
the aggrieved party, promptly hold a hearing 
to review the denial, revocation, suspension, 
or assessment. A hearing under this subpara-
graph shall be held at a location convenient 
to the aggrieved party. 

‘‘(B) NOTICE OF DECISION; APPEAL.—If, after 
a hearing held under subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary decides not to reverse the decision 
of the Secretary to deny the application, re-
voke or suspend the license, or assess the 
civil penalty, as applicable— 

‘‘(i) the Secretary shall provide notice of 
the decision of the Secretary to the ag-
grieved party; 

‘‘(ii) during the 60-day period beginning on 
the date on which the aggrieved party re-
ceives a notice under clause (i), the ag-
grieved party may file a petition with the 
district court of the United States for the ju-
dicial district in which the aggrieved party 
resides or has a principal place of business 
for a de novo judicial review of such denial, 
revocation, suspension, or assessment; 

‘‘(iii) in any judicial proceeding pursuant 
to a petition under clause (ii)— 

‘‘(I) the court may consider any evidence 
submitted by the parties to the proceeding, 
regardless of whether or not such evidence 
was considered at the hearing held under 
subparagraph (A); and 

‘‘(II) if the court decides that the Sec-
retary was not authorized to make such de-
nial, revocation, suspension, or assessment, 
the court shall order the Secretary to take 
such actions as may be necessary to comply 
with the judgment of the court. 

‘‘(3) STAY PENDING APPEAL.—If the Sec-
retary suspends or revokes a license under 
this section, upon the request of the holder 
of the license, the Secretary shall stay the 
effective date of the revocation, suspension, 
or assessment.’’. 

(d) EFFECT OF CONVICTION.—Section 925(b) 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘until any conviction pursuant to 
the indictment becomes final’’ and inserting 
‘‘until the date of any conviction pursuant 
to the indictment’’. 

(e) REGULATION OF HIGH-VOLUME CRIME 
GUN DEALERS.—Section 923(g) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(8) HIGH-VOLUME CRIME GUN DEALERS.—
‘‘(A) DEFINITION.—In this paragraph, the 

term ‘high-volume crime gun dealer’ means 
any licensed dealer with respect to which a 
designation under subparagraph (B)(i) is in 
effect, as provided in subparagraph (B)(ii). 

‘‘(B) DESIGNATION OF HIGH-VOLUME CRIME 
GUN DEALERS.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall des-
ignate a licensed dealer as a high-volume 
crime gun dealer—

‘‘(I) as soon as practicable, if the Secretary 
determines that the licensed dealer sold, de-
livered, or otherwise transferred to 1 or more 
persons not licensed under this chapter not 

less than 25 firearms that, during the pre-
ceding calendar year, were used during the 
commission or attempted commission of a 
criminal offense under Federal, State, or 
local law, or were possessed in violation of 
Federal, State, or local law; or 

‘‘(II) immediately upon the expiration date 
of a suspension of the license of that dealer 
for a willful violation of this chapter, if such 
violation involved 1 or more firearms that 
were subsequently used during the commis-
sion or attempted commission of a criminal 
offense under Federal, State, or local law. 

‘‘(ii) EFFECTIVE PERIOD OF DESIGNATION.—A 
designation under clause (i) shall remain in 
effect during the period beginning on the 
date on which the designation is made and 
ending on the later of—

‘‘(I) the expiration of the 18-month period 
beginning on that date; or 

‘‘(II) the date on which the license issued 
to that dealer under this section expires. 

‘‘(C) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.—Upon the 
designation of a licensed dealer as a high-
volume crime gun dealer under subparagraph 
(B), the Secretary shall notify the appro-
priate United States attorney’s office, the 
appropriate State and local law enforcement 
agencies (including the district attorney’s 
offices and the police or sheriff’s depart-
ments), and each State and local agency re-
sponsible for the issuance of business li-
censes in the jurisdiction in which the high-
volume crime gun dealer is located of such 
designation. 

‘‘(D) REPORTING AND RECORDKEEPING RE-
QUIREMENTS.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this paragraph—

‘‘(i) not later than 10 days after the date on 
which a handgun is sold, delivered, or other-
wise transferred by a high-volume crime gun 
dealer to a person not licensed under this 
chapter, the high-volume crime gun dealer 
shall submit to the Secretary and to the de-
partment of State police or State law en-
forcement agency of the State or local juris-
diction in which the sale, delivery, or trans-
fer took place, on a form prescribed by the 
Secretary, a report of the sale, delivery, or 
transfer, which report shall include—

‘‘(I) the manufacturer or importer of the 
handgun; 

‘‘(II) the model, type, caliber, gauge, and 
serial number of the handgun; and 

‘‘(III) the name, address, date of birth, and 
height and weight of the purchaser or trans-
feree, as applicable; 

‘‘(ii) each high-volume crime gun dealer 
shall submit to the Secretary, on a form pre-
scribed by the Secretary, a monthly report 
of each firearm received and each firearm 
disposed of by the dealer during that month, 
which report shall include only the name of 
the manufacturer or importer and the model, 
type, caliber, gauge, serial number, date of 
receipt, and date of disposition of each such 
firearm, except that the initial report sub-
mitted by a dealer under this clause shall in-
clude such information with respect to the 
entire inventory of the high-volume crime 
gun dealer; and 

‘‘(iii) a high-volume crime gun dealer may 
not destroy any record required to be main-
tained under paragraph (1)(A). 

‘‘(E) INSPECTION.—Notwithstanding para-
graph (1), the Secretary may inspect or ex-
amine the inventory and records of a high-
volume crime gun dealer at any time with-
out a showing of reasonable cause or a war-
rant for purposes of determining compliance 
with the requirements of this chapter. 

‘‘(F) RECORDKEEPING BY LOCAL POLICE DE-
PARTMENTS.—Notwithstanding paragraph 
(3)(B), a State or local law enforcement 
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agency that receives a report under subpara-
graph (D)(i) may retain a copy of that record 
for not more than 5 years. 

‘‘(G) LICENSE RENEWAL.—Notwithstanding 
subsection (d)(2), the Secretary shall approve 
or deny an application for a license sub-
mitted by a high-volume crime gun dealer 
before the expiration of the 120-day period 
beginning on the date on which the applica-
tion is received. 

‘‘(H) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO COMPLY.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-

section (e), the Secretary shall, after notice 
and an opportunity for a hearing— 

‘‘(I) suspend for not less than 90 days any 
license issued under this section to a high-
volume crime gun dealer who willfully vio-
lates any provision of this section (including 
any requirement of this paragraph); 

‘‘(II) revoke any license issued under this 
section to a high-volume crime gun dealer 
who willfully violates any provision of this 
section (including any requirement of this 
paragraph) and who has committed a prior 
willful violation of any provision of this sec-
tion (including any requirement of this para-
graph); and 

‘‘(III) revoke any license issued under this 
section to a high-volume crime gun dealer 
who willfully violates any provision of sec-
tion 922 or 924. 

‘‘(ii) STAY PENDING APPEAL.—Notwith-
standing subsection (f)(3), the Secretary may 
not stay the effective date of a suspension or 
revocation under this subparagraph pending 
an appeal.’’. 
SEC. 3. ENHANCED ABILITY TO TRACE FIREARMS. 

(a) VOLUNTARY SUBMISSION OF DEALER’S 
RECORDS.—Section 923(g)(4) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(4) VOLUNTARY SUBMISSION OF DEALER’S 
RECORDS.—

‘‘(A) BUSINESS DISCONTINUED.—
‘‘(i) SUCCESSOR.—When a firearms or am-

munition business is discontinued and suc-
ceeded by a new licensee, the records re-
quired to be kept by this chapter shall appro-
priately reflect that fact and shall be deliv-
ered to the successor. Upon receipt of those 
records, the successor licensee may retain 
the records of the discontinued business or 
submit the discontinued business records to 
the Secretary. 

‘‘(ii) NO SUCCESSOR.—When a firearms or 
ammunition business is discontinued with-
out a successor, records required to be kept 
by this chapter shall be delivered to the Sec-
retary within 30 days after the business is 
discontinued. 

‘‘(B) OLD RECORDS.—A licensee maintaining 
a firearms business may voluntarily submit 
the records required to be kept by this chap-
ter to the Secretary if such records are at 
least 20 years old. 

‘‘(C) STATE OR LOCAL REQUIREMENTS.—If 
State law or local ordinance requires the de-
livery of records regulated by this paragraph 
to another responsible authority, the Sec-
retary may arrange for the delivery of 
records to such other responsible authority.’’ 

(b) CENTRALIZATION AND MAINTENANCE OF 
RECORDS.—Section 923(g) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(9) CENTRALIZATION AND MAINTENANCE OF 
RECORDS BY SECRETARY.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the Secretary— 

‘‘(A) may receive and centralize any infor-
mation or records submitted to the Sec-
retary under this chapter and maintain such 
information or records in whatever manner 
will enable their most efficient use in law 
enforcement investigations; and 

‘‘(B) shall retain a record of each firearms 
trace conducted by the Secretary, unless the 
Secretary determines that there is a valid 
law enforcement reason not to retain the 
record.’’. 

(c) LICENSEE REPORTS OF SECONDHAND 
FIREARMS.—Section 923(g) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(10) LICENSEE REPORTS OF SECONDHAND 
FIREARMS.—A licensed importer, licensed 
manufacturer, and licensed dealer shall sub-
mit to the Secretary, on a form prescribed 
by the Secretary, a monthly report of each 
firearm received from a person not licensed 
under this chapter during that month, which 
report shall not include any identifying in-
formation relating to the transferor or any 
subsequent purchaser.’’. 
SEC. 4. GENERAL REGULATION OF FIREARMS 

TRANSFERS. 
(a) TRANSFERS OF CRIME GUNS.—Section 

924(h) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting ‘‘or having reasonable 
cause to believe’’ after ‘‘knowing’’. 

(b) INCREASED PENALTIES FOR TRAFFICKING 
IN FIREARMS WITH OBLITERATED SERIAL NUM-
BERS.—Section 924(a) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(B), by striking ‘‘(k),’’; 
and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘(k),’’ 
after ‘‘(j),’’. 
SEC. 5. AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL SENTENCING 

GUIDELINES. 
The United States Sentencing Commission 

shall amend the Federal sentencing guide-
lines to reflect the amendments made by this 
Act. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I am 
happy to join my colleague Senator 
SCHUMER in introducing the ‘‘Targeted 
Gun Dealer Enforcement Act of 1999.’’ 
This bill will give law enforcement the 
tools they need to prevent suspect gun 
dealers from supplying firearms to 
criminals and plaguing our commu-
nities with gun violence. 

Guns kill 34,000 Americans every 
year—thirteen children every day. 
They kill more teen-agers than any 
natural cause. 

This bill allows the Bureau of Alco-
hol Tobacco and Firearms (ATF) to 
closely monitor those gun dealers who 
they should be monitoring—the dealers 
who have had more than 25 crime guns 
traced to them in the last year. 

The facts in Illinois are particularly 
compelling on this issue. In Illinois, 26 
gun dealers account for more crime 
guns than the remaining 3,700 Illinois 
federally licensed gun dealers com-
bined. 

These figures show that while most 
gun dealers are law abiding and respon-
sible, some shops have become ‘‘con-
venience stores’’ for criminals. Twen-
ty-six dealers were the source of more 
than 1,600 crime guns with each dealer 
responsible for selling at least 25 guns 
used in crimes in 1998. 

This bill will help law enforcement 
find out why these dealers are the 
source of guns later used to commit 
crimes. The bill will require high vol-
ume crime dealers to report handgun 
sales to ATF and local police. Law en-
forcement can then use these records 
to more effectively trace crime guns. 

The bill will also encourage gun deal-
ers to sell guns more responsively. In 
the Youth Crime Gun Interdiction Ini-
tiative, ATF found that many guns 
used by youths to commit crimes are 
purchased from licensed dealers by in-
dividuals acting as ‘‘straw’’ purchasers. 
A ‘‘straw purchaser’’ is a person who il-
legally purchases a firearm for another 
person, such as a juvenile or a felon. 

This bill seeks to address that prob-
lem by prohibiting the sale of a firearm 
when a seller has ‘‘reason to know’’ 
that such firearm will be used to com-
mit a crime of violence or a drug 
crime. Current law requires actual 
knowledge on the part of the dealer 
that the buyer will use the firearm to 
commit a crime of violence. This 
change will make it easier for law en-
forcement to target dealers who they 
believe are turning a blind eye in sup-
plying guns to buyers under question-
able circumstances. 

In 1998, Chicago police officers con-
ducted ‘‘Operation Gunsmoke,’’ an in-
vestigation to target gun-sellers just 
outside the city limits. Seven under-
cover officers purchased 171 guns from 
12 suburban gun stores in a three 
month period. Not one dealer refused 
to sell the agents weapons even as the 
agents openly violated laws needed to 
purchase firearms. This investigation 
was key to the City of Chicago’s 
groundbreaking lawsuit against the 
gun industry on the theory of public 
nuisance. 

We must act now to keep guns from 
getting into the hands of criminals. I 
applaud Senator SCHUMER’s leadership 
on this issue and hope my colleagues 
will join us in this important effort to 
make our communities safer. The sta-
tistics show most gun dealers are re-
sponsible, but a few unscrupulous deal-
ers are supplying criminals with guns 
that plague our communities.

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, and Mr. MCCONNELL): 

S. 1307. A bill to amend the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 to permit partici-
pating households to use food stamp 
benefits to purchase nutritional supple-
ments providing vitamins or minerals, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

FOOD STAMP VITAMIN AND MINERAL 
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1999

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, today I 
am pleased to be joined by Senator 
HATCH and Senator MCCONNELL in in-
troducing the Food Stamp Vitamin and 
Mineral Improvement Act of 1999. 

Mr. President, this bipartisan legisla-
tion is very simple and I believe makes 
just plain common sense. It would give 
those Americans using food stamps the 
ability to purchase vitamin and min-
eral supplements for themselves and 
their families. 

The change called for in this legisla-
tion has been supported by a broad coa-
lition of groups and nutrition experts. 
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For example, it is backed by the Alli-
ance for Aging Research, the Spina 
Bifida Association of America, the Na-
tional Osteoporosis Foundation and the 
National Nutritional Foods Associa-
tion. Nutrition experts such as Dr. 
Paul Lachance, Chair of the Depart-
ment of Food Science at Rutgers Uni-
versity, Dr. Jeffrey Blumberg of Tufts 
University, Dr. Charles Butterworth, 
Director of Human Nutrition at the 
University of Alabama Birmingham, 
and Dr. Dennis Heldman, Chair of the 
Department of Food Science and 
Human Nutrition at the University of 
Missouri have also called for making 
this common sense change to food pol-
icy. 

Mr. President, I believe this legisla-
tion would contribute substantially to 
improving the nutrition and health of a 
segment of our society that too often 
falls below recommended levels of nu-
trient consumption. 

Scientific evidence continues to 
mount showing that sound nutrition is 
essential for normal growth and cog-
nitive development in children, and for 
improved health and the prevention of 
a variety of conditions and illnesses. 

Studies have also shown, unfortu-
nately, that many Americans do not 
have dietary intakes sufficient to meet 
even the conservative Recommended 
Daily Allowances or RDA’s for a num-
ber of essential nutrients. Insufficient 
dietary intakes are especially critical 
for children, pregnant women and the 
elderly. 

A recent study conducted by the 
Tufts University School of Nutrition, 
and based on government data, showed 
that millions of poor children in the 
United States have dietary intakes 
that are well below the government’s 
Recommended Daily Allowance for a 
number of important nutrients. The 
study found that major differences 
exist in the intakes of poor versus non-
poor children for 10 out of 16 nutrients 
(food energy, folate, iron, magnesium, 
thiamin, vitamin A, vitamin B6, vita-
min C, vitamin E, and zinc). Moreover, 
the proportion of poor children with in-
adequate intakes of zinc is over 50 per-
cent; for iron, over 40 percent; and for 
vitamin E, over 33 percent. 

For some nutrients, such as vitamin 
A and magnesium, the proportion of 
poor children with inadequate intakes 
is nearly six times as large as for non-
poor children. 

Pregnant women also have high nu-
tritional needs. Concerns about inad-
equate folate intake by pregnant 
women prompted the Public Health 
Service to issue a recommendation re-
garding consumption of folic acid by 
all women of childbearing age who are 
capable of becoming pregnant for the 
purpose of reducing the incidence of 
spina bifida or other neural tube de-
fects. That is why this change has long 
been a priority of the Spina Bifida As-
sociation of America. 

Furthermore, the percent of pregnant 
and nursing women who get the RDA 
level of calcium has dropped from just 
24 percent in 1986 to a mere 16 percent 
in 1994. That’s 84 percent of women who 
aren’t getting enough calcium—which 
we know is critical to preventing the 
debilitating effects of osteoporosis. 

And again, the evidence is that lower 
income women, many of whom are eli-
gible for Food Stamps, are more likely 
to have inadequate intake of key nutri-
ents. Women with income of 130 per-
cent or less of the poverty level have 
higher rates of deficiencies in intake of 
Vitamins A, E, C, B–6 and B–12, as well 
as Iron, Thiamin, Riboflavin and 
Niacin than those with higher incomes. 

Obviously, the best way to obtain 
sufficient nutrient intake is through 
eating a variety of nutritious foods, 
but some groups—particularly those at 
the greatest risk, including children, 
pregnant women and the elderly—may 
find it significantly difficult to obtain 
sufficient nutrient intake through 
foods alone. Accordingly, many people 
in our nation do rely on nutritional 
supplements to ensure that they and 
their families are consuming sufficient 
levels of key nutrients. 

This legislation would enable low-in-
come people to have greater access to 
nutritional supplements to improve 
their nutrient intake. Currently, re-
cipients of food stamps are not allowed 
to use those resources to purchase nu-
tritional supplements. This restriction 
clearly serves as an impediment to ade-
quate nutrition for low-income people 
who may need supplements to ensure 
they are consuming sufficient levels of 
nutrients. It defies common sense. 

This restriction also prevents food 
stamp recipients from exercising their 
own responsibility and choice to use 
food stamps for purchasing nutritional 
supplements that they determine are 
important to adequate nutrition for 
their children or themselves. It is a 
glaring inconsistency that food stamps 
may currently be used to purchase a 
variety of non-nutritious or minimally 
nutritious foods but not to purchase 
nutritional supplements. Incredibly, 
you can use Food Stamps to buy 
Twinkies, but not Vitamin C or a 
multivitamin. 

Opponents of this legislation will 
argue that food stamps are most effec-
tively used to improve nutrition 
through purchasing food rather than 
nutritional supplements, and that if 
food stamps may be used for nutri-
tional supplements, households will be 
less able to stretch their resources to 
purchase sufficient quantities of food. 

The available evidence indicates, 
however, that food stamp households 
actually make more careful and effec-
tive use of their resources in pur-
chasing nutritious foods than con-
sumers in general. Since food stamp 
households necessarily have a limited 
amount of money to spend on food—

and generally already find it difficult 
to meet their food needs—they simply 
cannot afford to make unwise or un-
necessary purchases of nutritional sup-
plements using food stamps which 
would otherwise be used for food. 

In addition, a month’s worth of daily 
multivitamin supplements can cost as 
little as one can of soda. So I believe 
the concerns that food stamps will be 
wasted or unwisely used for nutritional 
supplements is unfounded. 

Our proposal is also clearly con-
sistent with the stated purpose of the 
Food Stamp program, that is to ‘‘pro-
mote the general welfare and to safe-
guard the health of the nation’s popu-
lation by raising the nutrition among 
low-income households.’’

So, Mr. President, I hope that my 
colleagues will join us in supporting 
this legislation designed to improve op-
portunities for low-income Americans 
to ensure adequate nutrition for their 
families and themselves. Simply put, if 
you think it doesn’t make sense that 
Food Stamps can be used to buy 
twinkies and doughnuts but not Vita-
min C or a daily multi-vitamin supple-
ment, you should support this bipar-
tisan legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows:

S. 1307
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Food Stamp 
Vitamin and Mineral Improvement Act of 
1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that—
(1) the dietary patterns of Americans do 

not result in nutrient intakes that fully 
meet recommended dietary allowances of vi-
tamins and minerals; 

(2) children in low-income families and the 
elderly often fail to achieve adequate nutri-
ent intakes from diet alone; 

(3) pregnant women have particularly high 
nutrient needs, which they often fail to meet 
through diet alone; 

(4)(A) scientific studies show that nutri-
tional supplements that contain folic acid (a 
B vitamin) can prevent as many as 60 to 80 
percent of neural tube birth defects; 

(B) the Public Health Service, in Sep-
tember 1992, recommended that all women of 
childbearing age who are capable of becom-
ing pregnant should consume at least 0.4 of a 
milligram of folic acid per day for the pur-
pose of reducing the risk of having a preg-
nancy affected with spina bifida or other 
neural tube birth defects; and 

(C) the Food and Drug Administration has 
approved a health claim for folic acid to re-
duce the risk of neural tube birth defects; 

(5) infants who do not receive adequate in-
takes of iron may be somewhat impaired in 
mental and behavioral development; and 

(6) scientific evidence indicates that in-
creasing intake of specific nutrients over an 
extended period of time protects against dis-
eases or conditions such as osteoporosis, 
cataracts, cancer, and heart disease. 
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SEC. 3. USE OF FOOD STAMPS TO PURCHASE VI-

TAMINS AND MINERALS. 
Section 3(g)(1) of the Food Stamp Act of 

1977 (7 U.S.C. 2012(g)(1)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘or food product’’ and inserting ‘‘, food 
product, or nutritional supplement providing 
a vitamin or mineral’’.

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 1308. A bill to amend section 468A 

of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
with respect to deductions for decom-
missioning costs of nuclear power 
plants; to the Committee on Finance. 

NUCLEAR DECOMMISSIONING FUND 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

am joined today by Senator JOHN 
BREAUX in introducing The Nuclear De-
commissioning Funds Clarification 
Act. This change in the tax law is nec-
essary because the electricity industry 
is rapidly moving from a regulatory 
monopoly model to the competitive 
marketplace. 

In 1984, Congress enacted Code Sec-
tion 468A which was designed to allow 
state public service commissions to au-
thorize that future costs for decommis-
sioning nuclear power plants could be 
charged by a utility to its customers to 
be dedicated to a nuclear decommis-
sioning fund. Currently, utilities are 
permitted a deduction for contribu-
tions to their decommissioning funds. 
The amount that can be deducted is 
currently limited to the cost of service 
amount or the ruling amount. The cost 
of service amount is the amount of de-
commissioning costs included in the 
taxpayer’s cost of service for rate-
making purposes. The ruling amount is 
the amount that the IRS determines to 
be necessary to provide for level fund-
ing of an amount equal to the tax-
payer’s nuclear decommissioning costs. 

Since Section 468A was adopted, the 
electricity industry landscape has been 
substantially transformed. Since 1992, 
more than 20 states have approved 
plans to introduce competition and all 
states are considering deregulation. 
The Energy Committee which I chair 
has also held several hearings on Fed-
eral deregulation proposals and it is 
my hope that a federal deregulation 
bill will be adopted in this Congress. 

Since deductible contributions made 
to a nuclear decommissioning fund are 
based on limitations reflected in cost-
of-service ratemaking, companies oper-
ating in a competitive market can no 
longer deduct contributions to decom-
missioning funds. Our bill clarifies the 
deductibility of nuclear decommis-
sioning costs in a market environment 
and codifies the definition of nuclear 
decommissioning costs that limit con-
tributions. 

This legislation also clarifies a num-
ber of tax issues relating to decommis-
sioning funds to ensure that nuclear 
utilities can operate effectively in this 
new competitive environment.

By Mr. SESSIONS: 
S. 1309. A bill to amend title I of the 

Employee Retirement Income Security 

Act of 1974 to provide for the preemp-
tion of State law in certain cases relat-
ing to certain church plans; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

CHURCH PLAN PARITY AND ENTANGLEMENT 
PREVENTION ACT OF 1999

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing legislation to protect 
the health and pension benefits of 
thousands of clergy and lay workers. 
This legislation clarifies the regu-
latory status of church benefit pro-
grams and allows service providers to 
continue contracting with church 
plans. 

Unfortunately, state insurance stat-
utes, in all but three states, fail to ad-
dress the legal status of these benefit 
programs. Thus, under some interpre-
tations of state insurance law it is pos-
sible to conclude that these employer 
plans are subject to regulation as in-
surance companies. This uncertain 
legal status has caused service pro-
viders to refuse to contract with 
church plans—leaving these programs 
without the necessary tools to maxi-
mize benefits and reduce costs. 

Recently, the Insurance Department 
of South Dakota informed the church 
benefits community that either federal 
or state legislation is necessary to ex-
empt their programs from their state’s 
insurance laws. With the possibility 
that 46 more states could make the 
same request, I believe the only prac-
tical solution is for Congress to clarify 
the status of these plans. That is what 
my legislation does. 

Mr. President, my legislation is with-
in the spirit of the National Securities 
Markets Improvement Act (NSMIA) of 
1996 (P.L. 104–290) which not only ex-
empted church plans from federal secu-
rities laws—providing the same treat-
ment secular plans had previously en-
joyed—but, also preempted state secu-
rities laws. This is not a unique idea. 
Similarly, the Internal Revenue Code 
includes numerous accommodations to 
the special circumstances of church 
plans. For example, the church plans 
which annuitize benefits are deemed 
not to be commercial insurers for pur-
poses of maintaining their tax-exempt 
status. 

Mr. President, I have heard from 
ministers in my state about the ur-
gency to move this legislation expedi-
tiously. Indeed, Bishop Wesley Morris 
of the United Methodist Church visited 
me about this very matter. It is sup-
ported by the Church Alliance, a coali-
tion of more than 30 denominational 
benefit programs, including the Pres-
byterian Church in America, the Rab-
binical Pension Board, the Christian 
Brothers Service, the United Church of 
Christ, The United Methodist Church, 
the Episcopal Church, the Southern 
Baptist Convention and many others. 

While these denominations may dis-
agree about certain theological issues, 
they are united in providing sound 

health care and pension programs to 
their ministers and lay workers. Fur-
thermore, while there are differing 
opinions with the Senate, and among 
ourselves, about health care legisla-
tion, there should be no disagreement 
that we need to protect benefit plans 
that serve ministers and lay workers. 
It makes no sense to leave these pro-
grams at the mercy of 47 different in-
surance laws. Every person active in 
his or her church knows the rising cost 
of health care is a problem. 

Mr. President, I want to clarify two 
points with respect to preemption of 
State laws as provided by this legisla-
tion. The exception that allows states 
to enact legislation applicable to 
church plans is intended to permit 
states to regulate church plans only if 
a specific statute is passed by a State 
legislature on a stand-alone basis and 
the sole purpose of the statute is to 
regulate church plans. 

Furthermore, I want to point that 
this legislation is intended to permit 
insurance companies and other service 
providers to contract with church 
plans regardless of whether such 
church plans would have been treated 
as multiple-employer welfare arrange-
ments under State law, if this legisla-
tion had not been enacted. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
pass this measure.

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
BOND, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. BENNETT, 
Mr. SANTORUM, Mrs. HUTCHISON, 
Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. 
ALLARD, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. ED-
WARDS, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
ENZI, Mr. FRIST, Mr. HELMS, 
and Mr. ABRAHAM): 

S. 1310. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to modify the 
interim payment system for home 
health services, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Medicare Home 
Health Equity Act of 1999, which is de-
signed to provide a measure of finan-
cial and regulatory relief for cost-effi-
cient home health agencies across the 
country. These agencies are experi-
encing severe financial problems that 
are inhibiting their ability to deliver 
much-needed care, particularly to 
chronically ill seniors with complex 
needs. 

America’s home health agencies pro-
vide invaluable services that have en-
abled a growing number of our most 
frail and vulnerable Medicare bene-
ficiaries to avoid hospitals and nursing 
homes and stay just where they want 
to be—in the comfort and security of 
their own homes. 

In 1996, home health was the fastest 
growing component of Medicare spend-
ing, consuming one out of every eleven 
Medicare dollars, compared with one in 
every forty in 1989. The program grew 
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at an average annual rate of more than 
25 percent from 1990 to 1997. As a con-
sequence, the number of home health 
beneficiaries more than doubled, and 
Medicare home health spending soared 
from $2.5 billion in 1989 to $18.1 billion 
in 1996. 

This rapid growth in home health 
spending understandably prompted 
Congress and the Administration, as 
part of the Balanced Budget Act of 
1997, to initiate changes that were in-
tended to make the program more cost-
effective and efficient. Therefore, there 
was widespread support for the provi-
sion in the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 
which called for the implementation of 
a prospective payment system for 
home care. Until this system can be 
implemented, home health agencies are 
being paid according to an ‘‘interim 
payment system,’’ or IPS. 

In trying to get a handle on costs, 
however, Congress and the Administra-
tion created a system that penalizes ef-
ficient agencies and that may be re-
stricting access for the very Medicare 
beneficiaries who need care the most—
the sicker seniors with complex, chron-
ic care needs like diabetic, wound care 
patients or IV therapy patients who re-
quire multiple visits. 

Unfortunately, the ‘‘interim payment 
system’’ is critically flawed in that it 
effectively rewards the agencies that 
provided the most visits and spent the 
most Medicare dollars in 1994, the base 
year, while it penalizes low-cost, more 
efficient providers—and their patients. 
None of us should tolerate wasteful ex-
penditures, but neither should we im-
pede the delivery of necessary services 
by low-cost providers. 

Home health agencies in the North-
east and the mid-West have been 
among those particularly hard-hit by 
the interim payment system. As the 
Wall Street Journal observed last year, 
‘‘If New England had been just a little 
greedier, its home health industry 
would be a lot better off now—Iron-
ically, the region is getting clobbered 
by the system because of its tradition 
of non-profit community service and 
efficiency.’’ 

Even more troubling, this flawed sys-
tem may force our most cost-efficient 
providers to stop accepting Medicare 
patients with more serious health care 
needs. According to a recent survey by 
the Medicare Payment Advisory Com-
mission, almost 40 percent of the home 
health agencies surveyed indicated 
that there were patients whom they 
previously would have accepted whom 
they no longer accept due to the IPS. 
Thirty-one percent of the agencies ad-
mitted that they had discharged pa-
tients due to the IPS. These discharged 
patients tended to be those with chron-
ic care needs who required a large num-
ber of visits and were expensive to 
serve. As a consequence, these patients 
caused the agencies to exceed their ag-
gregate per-beneficiary caps. 

I simply do not believe that Congress 
and the Administration intended to 
construct a payment system that in-
evitably discourages home health agen-
cies from caring for those seniors who 
need care the most. Last year’s Omni-
bus Appropriations bill did provide a 
small measure of relief for home health 
agencies. This proposal did not, how-
ever, go far enough to relieve the finan-
cial distress that cost-effective agen-
cies are experiencing. 

These problems are all the more 
pressing given the fact that the Health 
Care Financing Administration was un-
able to meet its original deadline for 
implementing a prospective payment 
system. As a result, home health agen-
cies will be struggling under the IPS 
far longer than Congress envisioned 
when it enacted the Balanced Budget 
Act. 

Moreover, it now appears that Con-
gress greatly underestimated the sav-
ings stemming from the BBA. Medicare 
spending for home health fell by nearly 
15 percent last year, and the CBO now 
projects that post-BBA reductions in 
home care spending will exceed $47 bil-
lion in FY 1998–2002. This is a whopping 
three times greater than the $16 billion 
CBO originally estimated for that time 
period. 

I recently chaired a Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations (PSI) 
hearing where we heard about the fi-
nancial distress and cash-flow problems 
cost-efficient agencies across the coun-
try are experiencing. Witnesses ex-
pressed concern that these problems 
are inhibiting their ability to deliver 
much-needed care, particularly to 
chronically ill patients with complex 
needs. More than a thousand agencies 
have closed in the past year because 
the reimbursement levels under Medi-
care fell so far short of their actual op-
erating costs. Others are laying off 
staff or declining to accept new pa-
tients with more serious health prob-
lems. 

This points to the most central and 
critical issue—cuts of this magnitude 
cannot be sustained without ulti-
mately affecting care for our most vul-
nerable seniors. At the PSI hearing, 
Barbara Smith, a senior research staff 
scientist with the Center for Health 
Services Research and Policy at George 
Washington University, testified that 
the preliminary findings of her studies 
suggest significant potential effects on 
beneficiaries, particularly those with 
unstable chronic care needs. Her re-
search shows that these patients are 
being displaced from home care or are 
experiencing significant changes in 
services that appear to be driven by re-
imbursement policies rather than by 
clinical considerations. In her testi-
mony, she stated:

‘‘My main concern is that we are carving 
out a wedge of people who are chronically ill 
and have intensive needs for services who are 
not going to have a reliable source of care in 

any sector. They are becoming the health 
care system’s untouchables.’’

Moreover, the financial problems 
that home health agencies have been 
experiencing have been exacerbated by 
a number of new regulatory require-
ments imposed by HCFA, including the 
implementation of OASIS, the new out-
come and assessment information data 
set; new requirements for surety bonds; 
sequential billing; IPS overpayment 
recoupment; and a new 15-minute in-
crement home health reporting re-
quirement. Witnesses at the PSI hear-
ing expressed particular frustration 
about what Maryanna Arsenault, the 
CEO of the Visiting Nurse Service in 
Saco, Maine, termed HCFA’s regu-
latory policy of ‘‘implement and sus-
pend.’’ They pointed to examples such 
as the hastily enacted requirements for 
surety bonds and sequential billing 
where no sooner had a mandate been 
put into an effect, than it was sus-
pended but only after agencies had in-
vested significant time and resources 
in compliance. 

The legislation that my colleague 
from Missouri and I are introducing 
today, along with a bipartisan group of 
16 of our colleagues, responds to these 
concerns. It makes needed adjustments 
to the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 and 
related federal regulations to ensure 
that Medicare beneficiaries have access 
to medically-necessary home health 
services. 

Among other provisions, the bill 
eliminates the automatic 15 percent re-
duction in Medicare home health pay-
ments now scheduled for October 1, 
2000, whether or not a prospective pay-
ment system is enacted. When the Bal-
anced Budget Act was enacted, CBO re-
ported that the effect of the BBA would 
be to reduce home health expenditures 
by $16.1 billion between fiscal years 
1998 and 2002. CBO’s March 1999 revised 
analysis estimates those reductions to 
exceed $47 billion—three times the an-
ticipated budgetary impact. A further 
15 percent cut would be devastating to 
cost-efficient providers and would fur-
ther reduce seniors’ access to care. 
Moreover, it is unnecessary since the 
budget target for home health outlays 
will be achieved, if not exceeded, with-
out it. 

The legislation will also provide sup-
plemental ‘‘outlier’’ payments to home 
health agencies on a patient-by-patient 
basis, if the cost of care for an indi-
vidual is considered to be significantly 
higher than average due to the pa-
tient’s particular health and functional 
condition. This provision would remove 
the existing financial disincentive for 
agencies to care for patients with in-
tensive medical needs who, according 
to recent reports issued by both the 
General Accounting Office (GAO) and 
the Medicare Payment Advisory Com-
mission (MedPAC), are the individuals 
most at risk of losing access to home 
health care under the IPS. 
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The current IPS unfairly penalizes 

historically cost-efficient home health 
agencies that have been most prudent 
with their Medicare resources. Our leg-
islation builds on reforms in last year’s 
Omnibus Appropriations Act by gradu-
ally raising low-cost agencies’ per-ben-
eficiary limits up to the national aver-
age over three years, or until the new 
home health prospective payment sys-
tem is implemented and IPS is termi-
nated. 

To decrease total costs in order to re-
main under their per-beneficiary lim-
its, agencies have had to significantly 
reduce the number of visits to patients, 
which has, in turn, increased the cost 
of each visit. Implementation of OASIS 
has also significantly increased agen-
cies’ per-visit costs. Therefore, the leg-
islation will increase the IPS per-visit 
cost limit from 106 to 108 percent of the 
national median. 

Other provisions of the legislation 
will: 

Extend the current IPS overpayment 
recoupment period from one to three 
years without interest; 

Revise the surety bond requirement 
for home health agencies to more ap-
propriately target fraud; 

Eliminate the 15-minute incremental 
reporting requirement; and 

Maintain the Periodic Interim Pay-
ment (PIP) program through the first 
year of implementation of the prospec-
tive payment system to ensure that 
such a dramatic change in payment 
systems does not create new cash-flow 
problems for agencies. I ask unanimous 
consent that a section-by-section sum-
mary further detailing these provisions 
be included in the RECORD at the con-
clusion of my remarks. 

Mr. President, the Medicare Home 
Health Equity Act of 1999 will provide 
a measure of financial and regulatory 
relief to beleaguered home health agen-
cies in order to ensure that Medicare 
beneficiaries have access to medically-
necessary home health services, and I 
encourage all of my colleagues to join 
us as cosponsors. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a summary of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the sum-
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE HOME HEALTH EQUITY ACT OF 1999—
SUMMARY 

The Home Health Equity Act of 1999 is in-
tended to make needed adjustments to the 
Balanced Budget Act of 1997 and related fed-
eral regulations to ensure that Medicare 
beneficiaries have access to medically-nec-
essary home health care services. 

MAJOR PROVISIONS 
Eliminates the automatic 15 percent reduc-

tion in Medicare home health payments now 
scheduled for October 1, 2000. 

Under the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 (as 
amended by the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act), expenditures for Medicare home health 
care are to be reduced by 15 percent, whether 

or not a Medicare home health prospective 
payment system is implemented on October 
1, 2000. This provision would eliminate that 
proposed reduction. When it was enacted, the 
Congressional Budget Office (CBO) reported 
that the effect of the BBA would be to reduce 
home health expenditures by $16.1 billion be-
tween fiscal years 1998 and 2002. CBO’s March 
1999 revised analysis now estimates those re-
ductions to exceed $47 billion—three times 
the anticipated budgetary impact. A further 
15 percent cut to home health cost limits 
would be devastating to cost-efficient pro-
viders and would reduce seniors’ access to 
care. Moreover, it is unnecessary since the 
budget target for home health outlays will 
be achieved, if not exceeded, without it. 

Provides supplemental ‘‘outlier’’ payments 
to home health agencies on a patient-by-pa-
tient basis if the cost of care for an indi-
vidual is considered by the Secretary to be 
significantly higher than average due to the 
patient’s particular health and functional 
condition. 

Recent reports issued by both the General 
Accounting Office (GAO) and the Medicare 
Payment Advisory Commission (MedPAC) 
conclude that patients with intensive med-
ical needs are the individuals most at risk of 
losing access to home health care under the 
Interim Payment System (IPS). This provi-
sion would remove the existing financial dis-
incentive under the IPS for agencies to care 
for these patients. 

Increases the per-beneficiary cost limit for 
agencies with limits below the national aver-
age to the national average cost per patient 
over a three-year period or until the Medi-
care home health prospective payment sys-
tem is implemented. 

The Balanced Budget Act of 1997’s Interim 
Payment System (IPS) bases an agency’s av-
erage per-patient reimbursement on that 
agency’s average cost per patient in 1993 or 
1994. As a consequences, the system unfairly 
penalizes historically cost-efficient home 
health agencies that have been most prudent 
with their Medicare resources. This provi-
sion builds on reforms made by the Omnibus 
Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations Act (OCESSA) by gradually 
raising low-cost agencies’ per-beneficiary 
limits up to the national average over three 
years or until the new home health prospec-
tive payment system is implemented and 
IPS is terminated. 

Increases the IPS per-visit cost limit to 108 
percent of the national median. 

The Balanced Budget Act reduced the per-
visit cost limit from 112 percent of the mean 
to 105 percent of the median. The OCESSA 
increased the limit to 106 percent of the me-
dian. This provision would further increase 
it to 108 percent of the national median. 
Most analysts agree that the growth in 
Medicare home health expenditures in the 
early 1990s was due to the high number of 
visits provided to patients, not to the cost 
per visit. CBO confirms that controlling use, 
not price, is the key to Medicare home 
health cost containment. To decrease total 
costs in order to remain under their per-ben-
eficiary limits, agencies have had to signifi-
cantly reduce the number of visits to pa-
tients, which has, in turn, increased the cost 
of each visit. Implementation of OASIS has 
also significantly increased agencies’ per-
visit costs. 

Revises the surety bond requirements for 
home health agencies to more appropriately 
target fraud. 

This provision would clarify that the sur-
ety bond requirement is only to be used to 
protect against overpayments based on 

fraudulent claims or behavior. Perhaps the 
main problem with the surety bond proposal 
that HCFA developed last year (and which is 
currently in regulatory limbo) was that it 
went beyond Congressional intent. Congress 
enacted the original surety bond provision as 
a way to use private sector monitors to help 
keep fraudulent providers out of the market. 
HCFA tried, through the regulations it de-
veloped, to use surety bonds as a means to 
recover any overpayments they made to 
home health agencies. This unnecessarily in-
creased both the costs and difficulties agen-
cies encountered in trying to obtain a surety 
bond. 

Extends the IPS overpayment recoupment 
period to three years without interest. 

The BBA did not require HCFA to publish 
information on calculating the IPS per-visit 
limits until January 1, 1998, even though the 
limits were effective beginning October 1, 
1997. Similarly, HCFA was not required to 
publish information related to the calcula-
tion of the agencies’ annual aggregate per-
beneficiary limit until April 1, 1998, despite 
an October 1 start date. More than a year 
after the implementation of the IPS, HCFA’s 
fiscal intermediaries still had not notified 
many agencies of the visit and per-bene-
ficiary limits under which they were ex-
pected to operate. Moreover, throughout this 
period, fiscal intermediaries continued to 
pay agencies in accordance with the previous 
years’ limits, resulting in significant over-
payments to many home health agencies 
throughout the country. 

Fiscal intermediaries have begun to issue 
notices of overpayments to these agencies 
and are demanding repayment. This has 
posed a significant problem, particularly for 
smaller agencies that do not have large cash 
reserves. To ease these repayment problems, 
HCFA has directed the fiscal intermediaries 
to allow home health agencies to extend 
their repayments over 12 months. Many 
agencies, however, say that this is insuffi-
cient. This provision would extend the over-
payment recoupment period to three years 
without interest.

Eliminates the 15-minute incremental re-
porting period. 

The BBA mandates that home health agen-
cies record the length of time of home health 
visits in 15-minute increments, which the 
HCFA will implement on July 1, 1999. Unfor-
tunately, HCFA’s instructions implementing 
the 15-minute reporting requirement are ex-
cessively labor-intensive. As proposed by 
HCFA, the only time that can be counted is 
time spent actively treating the beneficiary. 
Time for travel or for administrative duties 
that are essential to patient care, such as 
charting or coordinating work with the phy-
sician, may not be counted. Implementation 
of the 15-minute reporting requirement will 
not only be difficult for staff, but will also be 
disruptive to patient care. This provision 
would eliminate the current 15-minute re-
porting requirement. An alternative to the 
15-minute reporting requirement that better 
measures time of direct patient care and its 
relationship to outcomes should be devel-
oped within the context of the Medicare 
home health PPS.

Temporarily maintains the Periodic In-
terim Payment (PIP) program 

PIP is a program that is available to many 
home health agencies that permits HCFA to 
make payments to the agencies—based on 
historical payment levels—prior to the final 
settlement of claims and cost-reports. This 
program, which is scheduled to terminate on 
October 1, 2000, has been invaluable to par-
ticipating agencies and has helped them to 
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avoid cash-flow difficulties. This provision 
would continue PIP through the first year of 
implementation of the prospective payment 
system to ensure that such a dramatic 
change in payment systems does not create 
new cash-flow problems.

Mr. BOND. In the last couple days, a 
lot of people have been talking about 
the Medicare program and what we 
want it to look like as we think far 
ahead into the future. I’m glad this is 
happening, because this is an impor-
tant debate. We do need to discuss 
things like a prescription drug benefit, 
comprehensive Medicare reform, the 
long-term solvency of the program, and 
other related issues. 

But as we focus on the future of 
Medicare, we also need to do our best 
to make sure that the existing program 
is working as well as it can. That’s why 
we’re here today. Part of the existing 
program— the home health care ben-
efit—is completely broken, and we’ve 
come together to try to fix it. 

Why do we care? Well, home health 
care is the key to fulfilling what is vir-
tually a universal desire among seniors 
and those with disabilities—to remain 
independent and within the comfort of 
their own homes despite their health 
problems. For people who have dif-
ficulty leaving their home and who 
have health conditions that require 
low- to mid-level medical attention, 
home health care is a tremendous help. 
Home health care keeps these people 
out of more expensive and less com-
fortable settings such as nursing homes 
and hospitals. And home care is often 
the only source of care for many dis-
abled individuals and frail elderly, es-
pecially those living in underserved 
rural and urban areas of our country. 
Simply put, home health is crucial to 
millions of Americans’ comfort and 
health, and we must make sure they 
continue to have access to it. 

The problem is that more and more 
Americans do not have access to need-
ed home health services—they simply 
cannot find a home health agency that 
will care for them. This means they 
will either not receive the care they 
need, or that they will get this care, 
they’ll just get it at more expensive 
and intimidating facilities like hos-
pitals or nursing homes. This is the cri-
sis we are facing. 

I would like to take a moment to de-
scribe several different ways this home 
health crisis is rearing its ugly head 
across the country. 

First, we have seen literally thou-
sands of home health agencies close 
their doors in the last two years. Per-
haps as many as 2,000 of the 10,000 agen-
cies that existed in 1997 have either 
been driven out of business or out of 
Medicare. In Missouri alone, about 75 
out of 300 home health agencies have 
closed since 1997, including the well-re-
spected and well-established Visiting 
Nurse Association of Greater St. Louis. 
A few of the agencies that have closed 
have no doubt been shady characters 

we should be glad to see go. But 
many—and perhaps most—of the agen-
cies that have closed are legitimate 
providers with real patients. 

Second, those agencies that have sur-
vived have had to change drastically 
the way they operate. Many have been 
forced into layoffs and cutbacks in 
other areas that directly or indirectly 
impact patient care. Many face chronic 
cash flow problems and may be forced 
to refund large amounts of cash to the 
Health Care Financing Administra-
tion—perhaps in the hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars—that they acciden-
tally received because they had not yet 
been informed of the new ground rules 
for home health payments. Because of 
the bizarre incentives against caring 
for patients with the most complex 
cases, many home health agencies have 
also been actively managing the types 
of patients they care for, trying to 
avoid or discharge costlier patients. 

All of this is bad for patients, and it 
will likely get worse. Without Congres-
sional action, it may never get better. 
I truly believe that without significant 
changes, home health services within 
Medicare could practically disappear. 
Home health services would theoreti-
cally still be part of the Medicare pro-
gram, but few if any people with Medi-
care would be able to receive care in 
their home simply because there will 
be nobody there to provide it for them. 

The Medicare Home Health Equity 
Act—which I am introducing today 
with Senator COLLINS and 12 other col-
leagues—responds to this crisis and at-
tempts to save home health care with-
in the Medicare program. 

This bill addresses a variety of pay-
ment and regulatory issues, all of 
which have impeded or prevented home 
health agencies from providing high-
quality, efficient care. Two provisions 
are particularly critical. 

First, as I have mentioned, home 
health agencies currently have little 
incentive to provide care for sicker and 
costlier patients. In fact, because more 
complex patients put an agency at risk 
of exceeding the annual per patient 
budget that is now in place for each 
home health agency, there is actually 
an incentive not to care for sicker pa-
tients. The result—which shouldn’t be 
a surprise—is that home health agen-
cies are actively trying to avoid these 
sicker patients, either leaving them 
without care or leaving them to check 
in to a more expensive health facility 
such as a nursing home or a hospital. 

The Medicare Home Health Equity 
Act solves this problem by creating a 
system of ‘‘extra’’ payments for sicker 
patients—sometimes these are called 
‘‘outlier’’ payments. Under this plan, 
home health agencies would be assured 
from the start that they could receive 
extra payments for patients who meet 
the criteria for ‘‘sicker’’ patients. This 
way, we can remove the incentive for 
home health agencies to try to deny 
care to seniors with complex cases. 

The second crucial provision in the 
bill is something similar to a last-
minute pardon from the governor. In 
addition to all of the problems they 
have faced in the last couple of years, 
home health agencies are scheduled to 
take another huge payment cut—about 
15% of the total amount they receive 
from Medicare—in October of 2000. I 
fear that this cut would truly be the 
death-knell for the industry. We can-
not allow this radical payment reduc-
tion to take place. 

In addition to these core provisions, 
the Collins-Bond bill deals with a vari-
ety of payment and regulatory issues, 
all designed to make sure that Medi-
care recipients continue to have access 
to quality home health care and that 
the home health agencies are per-
mitted to provide that care in an effi-
cient manner. 

I would like to commend Senator 
COLLINS for her leadership on this 
issue. I am pleased that we were able to 
develop a joint bill so that we could 
unite our forces behind one bipartisan 
legislative vehicle and one bipartisan 
solution. It is also encouraging to see 
that all of the national trade associa-
tions that represent home health agen-
cies are supporting this bill. Finally, I 
would like to again thank this bill’s co-
sponsors for supporting this effort and 
for helping to raise awareness that 
there is a home health crisis that des-
perately needs our attention in Con-
gress. 

I for one pledge to do my best to 
maintain seniors access to home health 
care. We cannot allow home health 
services within the Medicare program 
to disappear. It doesn’t make sense for 
the patients, and it doesn’t make sense 
for Medicare.

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 1311. A bill to direct the Adminis-

trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency to establish an eleventh region 
of the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, comprised solely of the State of 
Alaska; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

EPA REGION 11

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce legislation to 
create a new regional office for the En-
vironmental Protection Agency to be 
based in Alaska. I have been concerned 
for some time about the relationship 
between the federal government and 
my constituents. Alaska has always 
provided unique challenges for federal 
regulators. Its weather, remoteness, 
and the special problems caused by 
them have often resulted in a dis-
connect between federal regulators and 
my state. Currently, Alaska is part of 
Region 10 of the EPA based in Seattle. 
While it rains a lot in Seattle, the envi-
ronment of Washington state is much 
more similar to Oregon and Idaho than 
Alaska. Alaska comprises 17% of Amer-
ica’s total size and faces climactic ex-
tremes unheard of in the lower 48. 
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For example, many people have heard 

that the unique geography of Los An-
geles creates extreme atmospheric in-
version conditions that contributes to 
its air pollution. However, I have been 
told that my home town of Fairbanks 
actually has a greater inversion prob-
lem than not only Los Angeles, but 
also anywhere else in the world except 
for the South Pole. 

I also believe that the cost issue is an 
important one since creation of a re-
gional office would lower the tremen-
dous travel and temporary duty costs 
faced by lower 48 based EPA staff who 
must fly back and forth to Alaska. Bas-
ing them in Alaska should signifi-
cantly reduce these travel costs. 

I recognize that some may feel that 
the creation of a new regional office in 
Alaska is unwise. I would point out 
that I do not believe that the Seattle 
office has regularly handled Alaska 
issues poorly, but I do believe that 
these issues could be handled better if 
there was a regional office located in 
Alaska. Alaska faces wetland chal-
lenges like no other state. Our nation 
has seen a tremendous loss in wetlands 
in states such as California that has 
lost over 80% of its original wetlands. 
In comparison, Alaska has lost less 
than half of one percent of our nation’s 
wetlands due to development even 
though we are a large producer of our 
nation’s natural resources. Alaska is a 
state where wetlands banking is not an 
appropriate solution to address the loss 
of wetlands in California. Alaska’s wet-
lands are also very different than those 
found in California or anywhere else in 
our nation. Much of Alaska’s wetlands 
are frozen for all but a few months of 
the year. 

Even the Clean Air Act has a dif-
ferent application in Alaska. Low sul-
fur diesel in the lower 48 for on-road 
usage is not appropriate for my state 
where the percentage of diesel used for 
on-road uses is minuscule compared to 
that of the off-road uses. This situation 
is reversed in every other state. Fortu-
nately, the EPA has seen fit to waive 
the low sulfur diesel requirement until 
a new lower national standard for both 
off and on-road diesel is in place during 
the next decade. However, we need to 
ensure that all federal regulations put 
into place reflect the realities of every 
state in our nation. Creation of a new 
Alaska based regional office of the 
EPA would be a firm step forward to-
wards this goal. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I en-
courage my colleagues to support this 
bill in order to make the EPA more ef-
ficient and responsive to some unique 
environmental challenges in my state. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be included in the 
RECORD.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. ESTABLISHMENT OF EPA REGION 
FOR ALASKA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency shall es-
tablish—

(1) an eleventh region of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, comprised solely 
of the State of Alaska; and 

(2) a regional office for the region located 
in the State. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this Act.

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 51 
At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 

name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
STEVENS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 51, a bill to reauthorize the Federal 
programs to prevent violence against 
women, and for other purposes. 

S. 85 
At the request of Mr. BUNNING, the 

name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
85, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to reduce the tax on 
vaccines to 25 cents per dose. 

S. 242 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the 

name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. CAMPBELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 242, a bill to amend the Fed-
eral Meat Inspection Act to require the 
labeling of imported meat and meat 
food products. 

S. 285 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. GREGG) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 285, a bill to amend title 
II of the Social Security Act to restore 
the link between the maximum amount 
of earnings by blind individuals per-
mitted without demonstrating ability 
to engage in substantial gainful activ-
ity and the exempt amount permitted 
in determining excess earnings under 
the earnings test. 

S. 343 

At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 
of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASS-
LEY) was added as a cosponsor of S. 343, 
a bill to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to allow a deduction for 100 
percent of the health insurance costs of 
self-employed individuals. 

S. 386 

At the request of Mr. GORTON, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. KOHL) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 386, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for tax-
exempt bond financing of certain elec-
tric facilities. 

S. 427 

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. FRIST) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 427, a bill to improve congressional 
deliberation on proposed Federal pri-
vate sector mandates, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 459 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

name of the Senator from Washington 
(Mr. GORTON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 459, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to increase the 
State ceiling on private activity bonds. 

S. 472 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

names of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. WELLSTONE), the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the Senator from 
Alaska (Mr. MURKOWSKI), and the Sen-
ator from Montana (Mr. BURNS) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 472, a bill to 
amend title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act to provide certain medicare 
beneficiaries with an exemption to the 
financial limitations imposed on phys-
ical, speech-language pathology, and 
occupational therapy services under 
part B of the medicare program, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 600 
At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, the 

name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
600, a bill to combat the crime of inter-
national trafficking and to protect the 
rights of victims. 

S. 632 
At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the 

name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
MACK) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
632, a bill to provide assistance for poi-
son prevention and to stabilize the 
funding of regional poison control cen-
ters. 

S. 642 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BOND) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 642, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for 
Farm and Ranch Risk Management Ac-
counts, and for other purposes. 

S. 761 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 

names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
BROWNBACK) and the Senator from Ten-
nessee (Mr. FRIST) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 761, a bill to regulate 
interstate commerce by electronic 
means by permitting and encouraging 
the continued expansion of electronic 
commerce through the operation of 
free market forces, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 775 
At the request of Mr. TORRICELLI, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 775, a bill to require the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency to conduct a feasibility 
study for applying airport bubbles as a 
method of identifying, assessing, and 
reducing the adverse environmental 
impacts of airport ground and flight 
operations and improving the overall 
quality of the environment, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 796 
At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, the 

name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
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(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 796, a bill to provide for full parity 
with respect to health insurance cov-
erage for certain severe biologically-
based mental illnesses and to prohibit 
limits on the number of mental illness-
related hospital days and outpatient 
visits that are covered for all mental 
illnesses. 

S. 800 
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 

name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. CHAFEE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 800, a bill to promote and enhance 
public safety through the use of 9–1–1 
as the universal emergency assistance 
number, further deployment of wireless 
9–1–1 service, support of States in up-
grading 9–1–1 capabilities and related 
functions, encouragement of construc-
tion and operation of seamless, ubiq-
uitous, and reliable networks for per-
sonal wireless services, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 821 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 

the name of the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 821, a bill to provide for the col-
lection of data on traffic stops. 

S. 826 
At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the 

name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 826, a bill to limit the acquisition by 
the United States of land located in a 
State in which 25 percent or more of 
the land in that State is owned by the 
United States. 

S. 879 
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 

name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 879, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide a shorter recovery period for the 
depreciation of certain leasehold im-
provements 

S. 881 
At the request of Mr. BENNETT, the 

name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
881, a bill to ensure confidentiality 
with respect to medical records and 
health care-related information, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 965 

At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
AKAKA) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
965, a bill to restore a United States 
voluntary contribution to the United 
Nations Population Fund. 

S. 1043 

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1043, a bill to provide freedom from 
regulation by the Federal Communica-
tions Commission for the Internet. 

S. 1053 

At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 
of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. WAR-

NER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1053, a bill to amend the Clean Air Act 
to incorporate certain provisions of the 
transportation conformity regulations, 
as in effect on March 1, 1999. 

S. 1074 

At the request of Mr. TORRICELLI, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1074, a bill to amend the Social 
Security Act to waive the 24-month 
waiting period for medicare coverage of 
individuals with amyotrophic lateral 
sclerosis (ALS), and to provide medi-
care coverage of drugs and biologicals 
used for the treatment of ALS or for 
the alleviation of symptoms relating to 
ALS. 

S. 1139 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE), and the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. DURBIN) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 1139, a bill to amend title 49, 
United States Code, relating to civil 
penalties for unruly passengers of air 
carriers and to provide for the protec-
tion of employees providing air safety 
information, and for other purposes. 

S. 1155 

At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the 
name of the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. BUNNING) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1155, a bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to pro-
vide for uniform food safety warning 
notification requirements, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1197 

At the request of Mr. ROTH, the 
names of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. ABRAHAM) and the Senator from 
Connecticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1197, a bill to 
prohibit the importation of products 
made with dog or cat fur, to prohibit 
the sale, manufacture, offer for sale, 
transportation, and distribution of 
products made with dog or cat fur in 
the United States, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1225 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. GRAMS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1225, a bill to provide for a rural 
education initiative, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1277 

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. HOLLINGS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1277, a bill to amend title 
XIX of the Social Security Act to es-
tablish a new prospective payment sys-
tem for Federally-qualified health cen-
ters and rural health clinics. 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1277, supra.

SENATE RESOLUTION 128—DESIG-
NATING MARCH 2000, AS ‘‘ARTS 
EDUCATION MONTH’’
Mr. COCHRAN submitted the fol-

lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 128
Whereas arts literacy is a fundamental 

purpose of schooling for all students; 
Whereas arts education stimulates, devel-

ops and refines many cognitive and creative 
skills, critical thinking and nimbleness in 
judgment, creativity and imagination, coop-
erative decisionmaking, leadership, high-
level literacy and communication, and the 
capacity for problem posing and problem-
solving; 

Whereas arts education contributes signifi-
cantly to the creation of flexible, adaptable, 
and knowledgeable workers who will be 
needed in the 21st century economy; 

Whereas arts education improves teaching 
and learning; 

Whereas when parents and families, art-
ists, arts organizations, businesses, local 
civic and cultural leaders, and institutions 
are actively engaged in instructional pro-
grams, arts education is more successful; 

Whereas effective teachers of the arts 
should be encouraged to continue to learn 
and grow in mastery of their art form as well 
as in their teaching competence; 

Whereas the 1999 study, entitled ‘‘Gaining 
the Arts Advantage: Lessons from School 
Districts that Value Arts Education’’, found 
that the literacy, education, programs, 
learning and growth described in the pre-
ceding clauses contribute to successful dis-
trictwide arts education; 

Whereas the 1997 National Assessment of 
Educational Progress reported that students 
lack sufficient opportunity for participatory 
learning in the arts; 

Whereas educators, schools, students, and 
other community members recognize the im-
portance of arts education; and 

Whereas arts programs, arts curriculum, 
and other arts activities in schools across 
the Nation should be encouraged and pub-
licly recognized: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, 
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION OF ARTS EDUCATION 

MONTH. 
The Senate—
(1) designates March 2000, as ‘‘Arts Edu-

cation Month’’; and 
(2) encourages schools, students, educators, 

parents, and other community members to 
engage in activities designed to—

(A) celebrate the positive impact and pub-
lic benefits of the arts; 

(B) encourage all schools to integrate the 
arts into the school curriculum; 

(C) spotlight the relationship between the 
arts and student learning; 

(D) demonstrate how community involve-
ment in the creation and implementation of 
arts policies enriches schools; 

(E) recognize school administrators and 
faculty who provide quality arts education 
to students; 

(F) provide professional development op-
portunities in the arts for teachers; 

(G) create opportunities for students to ex-
perience the relationship between participa-
tion in the arts and developing the life skills 
necessary for future personal and profes-
sional success; 

(H) increase, encourage, and ensure com-
prehensive, sequential arts learning for all 
students; 

(I) honor individual, class, and student 
group achievement in the arts; and 
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(J) increase awareness and accessibility to 

live performances, and original works of art.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, today 
I am submitting a Senate Resolution 
to designate March, 2000 as Arts Edu-
cation Month. This legislation com-
plements S. 1293, the Congressional 
Recognition for Excellence in Arts 
Education Act, which I introduced ear-
lier this week. 

Instruction in music, visual arts, the-
ater and dance occurs in schools across 
the nation. There is growing awareness 
of arts education as a serious academic 
subject with a list of benefits that in-
clude ensuring America’s arts tradi-
tions, higher I.Q.’s, better SAT scores, 
better math and language skills, less 
juvenile delinquency, better chances of 
higher education, and increased job op-
portunities. 

The National Assessment of Edu-
cation Progress, The College Board, 
The U.S. Department of Justice, The 
National Endowment for the Arts, and 
scientific research on the brain have 
all recently reported evidence of the 
multiple advantages of arts instruc-
tion. For example, the July 5, 1999 
issue of Time magazine has a report ti-
tled, ‘‘Fingers, Brains and Mozart’’ 
which highlights recent brain research 
and the positive effects of music in-
struction. 

It is time for the United States Sen-
ate to recognize the achievements and 
efforts in arts education in all schools. 
I hope that by designating March, 2000 
as Arts Education Month, more schools 
will engage in activities that showcase, 
celebrate, reward, and provide new arts 
experiences. 

I invite all of my colleagues to join 
me in sponsoring Arts Education 
Month.

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 129—AU-
THORIZING EXPENDITURES FOR 
YEARS OCTOBER 1, 1999 TO SEP-
TEMBER 30, 2000 AND OCTOBER 1, 
2000 TO FEBRUARY 28, 2001 BY 
THE COMMITTEE ON ENERGY 
AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, reported the following original 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion: 

S. RES. 129

Resolved, That, in carrying out its powers, 
duties, and functions under the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, in accordance with its 
jurisdiction under rule XXV of such rules, in-
cluding holding hearings, reporting such 
hearings, and making investigations as au-
thorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule XXVI 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
is authorized from October 1, 1999, through 
September 30, 2000, and October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001 in its discretion (1) 
to make expenditures from the contingent 
fund of the Senate, (2) to employ personnel, 
and (3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable or non-reimburs-
able basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

SEC. 2. The expenses of the committee for 
the period October 1, 1999, through Sep-
tember 30, 2000, under this resolution shall 
not exceed $2,924,935. 

(b) For the period October 1, 2000, through 
February 28, 2001, expenses of the committee 
under this resolution shall not exceed 
$1,248,068. 

SEC. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with such recommendations 
for legislation as it deems advisable, to the 
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but 
not later than February 29, 2000, and Feb-
ruary 28, 2001, respectively. 

SEC. 4. Expenses of the committee under 
this resolution shall be paid from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate upon vouchers ap-
proved by the chairman of the committee, 
except that vouchers shall not be required (1) 
for the disbursement of salaries of employees 
paid at an annual rate, or (2) for the pay-
ment of telecommunications provided by the 
Office of the Sergeant at Arms and Door-
keeper, United States Senate, or (3) for the 
payment of stationery supplies purchased 
through the Keeper of the Stationery, United 
States Senate, or (4) for payments to the 
Postmaster, United States Senate, or (5) for 
the payment of metered charges on copying 
equipment provided by the Office of the Ser-
geant at Arms and Doorkeeper, United 
States Senate, or (6) for the payment of Sen-
ate Recording and Photographic Services, or 
(7) for payment of franked and mass mail 
costs by the Sergeant at Arms and Door-
keeper, United States Senate. 

SEC. 5. There are authorized such sums as 
may be necessary for agency contributions 
related to the compensation of employees of 
the committee from October 1, 1999 through 
September 30, 2000, and October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, to be paid from 
the Appropriation account for ‘‘Expenses of 
Inquiries and Investigations.’’ 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION—EXPRESS-
ING THE SENSE OF THE SENATE 
THAT HAITI SHOULD CONDUCT 
FREE, FAIR, TRANSPARENT, AND 
PEACEFUL ELECTIONS 

Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
DEWINE, Mr. DODD, Mr. BIDEN, and Mr. 
LUGAR) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 130

Expressing the sense of the Senate that 
Haiti should conduct free, fair, transparent, 
and peaceful elections. 

Whereas Rene Preval was elected president 
of Haiti on December 17, 1995, and inaugu-
rated on February 7, 1996; 

Whereas a political impasse between Presi-
dent Preval and the Haitian Parliament over 
the past 2 years has stalled democratic de-
velopment and contributed to the Haitian 
people’s political disillusionment; 

Whereas Haiti’s economic development is 
stagnant, living conditions are deplorable, 
and democratic institutions have yet to be-
come effective; 

Whereas Haiti’s political leaders propose 
free, fair, and transparent elections for local 
and national legislative bodies; and 

Whereas Haiti’s new independent Provi-
sional Electoral Council has scheduled those 

elections for November and December 1999: 
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—
(1) commends the provisional Electoral 

Council of Haiti for its decision to hold elec-
tions for 19 senate seats, providing for a 
transparent resolution of the disputed 1997 
elections; 

(2) urges the Government of Haiti to ac-
tively engage in dialogue with all elements 
of Haitian society to further a self-sustain-
able democracy; 

(3) encourages the Government and all po-
litical parties in Haiti to proceed toward 
conducting free, fair, transparent, and peace-
ful elections as scheduled, in the presence of 
domestic and international observers, with-
out pressure or interference; 

(4) urges the Clinton Administration and 
the international community to continue to 
play a positive role in Haiti’s economic and 
political development; 

(5) urges the United Nations to provide ap-
propriate technical support for the elections 
and to maximize the use of United Nations 
civilian police monitors of the CIVPOL mis-
sion during the election period; 

(6) encourages the Clinton Administration 
and the international community to provide 
all appropriate assistance for the coming 
elections; 

(7) encourages the Government of Haiti to 
adopt adequate security measures in prepa-
ration for the proposed elections; 

(8) urges all elements of Haitian civil soci-
ety, including the political leaders of Haiti, 
to publicly renounce violence and promote a 
climate of security; and 

(9) urges the United States and other mem-
bers of the international community to con-
tinue support toward a lasting and com-
mitted transition to democracy in Haiti.

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 131—RELAT-
ING TO THE RETIREMENT OF 
RON KAVULICK 
Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. DASCHLE, 

Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BAUCUS, 
Mr. BAYH, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. BRYAN, 
Mr. BYRD, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. CONRAD, 
Mr. DODD, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. HARKIN, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JOHN-
SON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KERREY, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. KOHL, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mrs. LINCOLN, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. REED, Mr. 
REID, Mr. ROBB, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
SARBANES, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. 
WYDEN) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 131
Whereas, Ron Kavulick will retire on June 

30, 1999, from service to the United States 
Senate after twenty years as a member of 
the staff of the Official Reporters of Debates; 

Whereas, he has served the United States 
Senate with honor and distinction since join-
ing the staff of the Official Reporters of De-
bates on October 22, 1979; 

Whereas, his self-determination and hard 
work as an official reporter resulted in his 
appointment to the position of Chief Re-
porter on May 22, 1995; 

Whereas, Ron Kavulick, as Chief Reporter 
of the Congressional Record, has at all times 
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executed the important duties and respon-
sibilities of his office with dedication and ex-
cellence; and 

Whereas, Ron Kavulick has demonstrated 
exemplary service to the United States Sen-
ate as an institution and leaves a legacy of 
superior and professional service: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United States Senate 
expresses its deep appreciation and gratitude 
to Ron Kavulick for his years of faithful 
service to his country and to the United 
States Senate. 

SEC. 2. That the Secretary of the Senate 
shall transmit a copy of this resolution to 
Ron and Pat Kavulick.

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2000

BROWNBACK AMENDMENT NO. 1118

Mr. BROWNBACK proposed an 
amendment to the bill (S. 1234) making 
appropriations for foreign operations, 
export financing, and related programs 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2000, and for other purposes; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC. ll. SILK ROAD STRATEGY ACT OF 1999. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Silk Road Strategy Act of 
1999’’. 

(b) AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE OF 1961.—Part I of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new chapter: 
‘‘CHAPTER 12—SUPPORT FOR THE ECO-

NOMIC AND POLITICAL INDEPENDENCE 
OF THE COUNTRIES OF THE SOUTH 
CAUCASUS AND CENTRAL ASIA 

‘‘SEC. 499. UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE TO PRO-
MOTE RECONCILIATION AND RECOV-
ERY FROM REGIONAL CONFLICTS. 

‘‘(a) PURPOSE OF ASSISTANCE.—The pur-
poses of assistance under this section in-
clude—

‘‘(1) the creation of the basis for reconcili-
ation between belligerents; 

‘‘(2) the promotion of economic develop-
ment in areas of the countries of the South 
Caucasus and Central Asia impacted by civil 
conflict and war; and 

‘‘(3) the encouragement of broad regional 
cooperation among countries of the South 
Caucasus and Central Asia that have been 
destabilized by internal conflicts. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR ASSISTANCE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—To carry out the pur-

poses of subsection (a), the President is au-
thorized to provide humanitarian assistance 
and economic reconstruction assistance for 
the countries of the South Caucasus and 
Central Asia to support the activities de-
scribed in subsection (c). 

‘‘(2) DEFINITION OF HUMANITARIAN ASSIST-
ANCE.—In this subsection, the term ‘humani-
tarian assistance’ means assistance to meet 
humanitarian needs, including needs for 
food, medicine, medical supplies and equip-
ment, education, and clothing. 

‘‘(c) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—Activities 
that may be supported by assistance under 
subsection (b) include—

‘‘(1) providing for the humanitarian needs 
of victims of the conflicts; 

‘‘(2) facilitating the return of refugees and 
internally displaced persons to their homes; 
and 

‘‘(3) assisting in the reconstruction of resi-
dential and economic infrastructure de-
stroyed by war. 
‘‘SEC. 499A. ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE. 

‘‘(a) PURPOSE OF ASSISTANCE.—The purpose 
of assistance under this section is to foster 
economic growth and development, including 
the conditions necessary for regional eco-
nomic cooperation, in the South Caucasus 
and Central Asia. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR ASSISTANCE.—To 
carry out the purpose of subsection (a), the 
President is authorized to provide assistance 
for the countries of the South Caucasus and 
Central Asia to support the activities de-
scribed in subsection (c). 

‘‘(c) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—In addition to 
the activities described in section 498, activi-
ties supported by assistance under sub-
section (b) should support the development 
of the structures and means necessary for 
the growth of private sector economies based 
upon market principles. 
‘‘SEC. 499B. DEVELOPMENT OF INFRASTRUC-

TURE. 
‘‘(a) PURPOSE OF PROGRAMS.—The purposes 

of programs under this section include—
‘‘(1) to develop the physical infrastructure 

necessary for regional cooperation among 
the countries of the South Caucasus and 
Central Asia; and 

‘‘(2) to encourage closer economic relations 
and to facilitate the removal of impediments 
to cross-border commerce among those coun-
tries and the United States and other devel-
oped nations. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR PROGRAMS.—To 
carry out the purposes of subsection (a), the 
following types of programs for the countries 
of the South Caucasus and Central Asia may 
be used to support the activities described in 
subsection (c): 

‘‘(1) Activities by the Export-Import Bank 
to complete the review process for eligibility 
for financing under the Export-Import Bank 
Act of 1945. 

‘‘(2) The provision of insurance, reinsur-
ance, financing, or other assistance by the 
Overseas Private Investment Corporation.

‘‘(3) Assistance under section 661 of this 
Act (relating to the Trade and Development 
Agency). 

‘‘(c) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—Activities 
that may be supported by programs under 
subsection (b) include promoting actively 
the participation of United States companies 
and investors in the planning, financing, and 
construction of infrastructure for commu-
nications, transportation, including air 
transportation, and energy and trade includ-
ing highways, railroads, port facilities, ship-
ping, banking, insurance, telecommuni-
cations networks, and gas and oil pipelines. 
‘‘SEC. 499C. BORDER CONTROL ASSISTANCE. 

‘‘(a) PURPOSE OF ASSISTANCE.—The purpose 
of assistance under this section includes the 
assistance of the countries of the South 
Caucasus and Central Asia to secure their 
borders and implement effective controls 
necessary to prevent the trafficking of ille-
gal narcotics and the proliferation of tech-
nology and materials related to weapons of 
mass destruction (as defined in section 
2332a(c)(2) of title 18, United States Code), 
and to contain and inhibit transnational or-
ganized criminal activities. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR ASSISTANCE.—To 
carry out the purpose of subsection (a), the 
President is authorized to provide assistance 

to the countries of the South Caucasus and 
Central Asia to support the activities de-
scribed in subsection (c). 

‘‘(c) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—Activities 
that may be supported by assistance under 
subsection (b) include assisting those coun-
tries of the South Caucasus and Central Asia 
in developing capabilities to maintain na-
tional border guards, coast guard, and cus-
toms controls. 
‘‘SEC. 499D. STRENGTHENING DEMOCRACY, TOL-

ERANCE, AND THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF CIVIL SOCIETY. 

‘‘(a) PURPOSE OF ASSISTANCE.—The purpose 
of assistance under this section is to pro-
mote institutions of democratic government 
and to create the conditions for the growth 
of pluralistic societies, including religious 
tolerance and respect for internationally 
recognized human rights. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR ASSISTANCE.—To 
carry out the purpose of subsection (a), the 
President is authorized to provide the fol-
lowing types of assistance to the countries of 
the South Caucasus and Central Asia: 

‘‘(1) Assistance for democracy building, in-
cluding programs to strengthen parliamen-
tary institutions and practices. 

‘‘(2) Assistance for the development of non-
governmental organizations. 

‘‘(3) Assistance for development of inde-
pendent media. 

‘‘(4) Assistance for the development of the 
rule of law, a strong independent judiciary, 
and transparency in political practice and 
commercial transactions. 

‘‘(5) International exchanges and advanced 
professional training programs in skill areas 
central to the development of civil society. 

‘‘(6) Assistance to promote increased ad-
herence to civil and political rights under 
section 116(e) of this Act. 

‘‘(c) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—Activities 
that may be supported by assistance under 
subsection (b) include activities that are de-
signed to advance progress toward the devel-
opment of democracy. 
‘‘SEC. 499E. ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITIES. 

‘‘(a) ASSISTANCE THROUGH GOVERNMENTS 
AND NONGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS.—As-
sistance under this chapter may be provided 
to governments or through nongovernmental 
organizations. 

‘‘(b) USE OF ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUNDS.—
Except as otherwise provided, any funds that 
have been allocated under chapter 4 of part 
II for assistance for the independent states of 
the former Soviet Union may be used in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this chapter. 

‘‘(c) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Assistance 
under this chapter shall be provided on such 
terms and conditions as the President may 
determine. 

‘‘(d) AVAILABLE AUTHORITIES.—The author-
ity in this chapter to provide assistance for 
the countries of the South Caucasus and 
Central Asia is in addition to the authority 
to provide such assistance under the FREE-
DOM Support Act (22 U.S.C. 5801 et seq.) or 
any other Act, and the authorities applicable 
to the provision of assistance under chapter 
11 may be used to provide assistance under 
this chapter. 
‘‘SEC. 499F. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this chapter: 
‘‘(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘appropriate congressional 
committees’ means the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the 
House of Representatives. 

‘‘(2) COUNTRIES OF THE SOUTH CAUCASUS AND 
CENTRAL ASIA.—The term ‘countries of the 
South Caucasus and Central Asia’ means Ar-
menia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakstan, 
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Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and 
Uzbekistan.’’. 

(c) RESTRICTION ON ASSISTANCE FOR GOV-
ERNMENT OF AZERBAIJAN.—Section 907 of the 
Freedom Support Act (22 U.S.C. 5812 note) is 
amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) RESTRICTION.—’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b) WAIVER.—The restriction on assist-

ance in subsection (a) shall not apply if the 
President determines, and so certifies to 
Congress, that the application of the restric-
tion would not be in the national interests of 
the United States.’’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
102(a) of the FREEDOM Support Act (Public 
Law 102–511) is amended in paragraphs (2) 
and (4) by striking each place it appears 
‘‘this Act)’’ and inserting ‘‘this Act and 
chapter 12 of part I of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961)’’. 

(e) ANNUAL REPORT.—Section 104 of the 
FREEDOM Support Act (22 U.S.C. 5814) is 
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (3); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (4) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph:

‘‘(5) with respect to the countries of the 
South Caucasus and Central Asia—

‘‘(A) an identification of the progress made 
by the United States in accomplishing the 
policy described in section 3 of the Silk Road 
Strategy Act of 1999; 

‘‘(B) an evaluation of the degree to which 
the assistance authorized by chapter 12 of 
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
has accomplished the purposes identified in 
that chapter; 

‘‘(C) a description of the progress being 
made by the United States to negotiate a bi-
lateral agreement relating to the protection 
of United States direct investment in, and 
other business interests with, each country; 
and 

‘‘(D) recommendations of any additional 
initiatives that should be undertaken by the 
United States to implement the policy and 
purposes contained in the Silk Road Strat-
egy Act of 1999.’’.

MCCONNELL (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1119

Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself, Mr. 
ABRAHAM, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, and Mr. KENNEDY) pro-
posed an amendment to amendment 
No. 1118 proposed by Mr. BROWNBACK to 
the bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

On page 9, line 3 strike all after ‘‘(c) Re-
striction through line 12 States.’’. 

BROWNBACK AMENDMENT NO. 1120

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BROWNBACK submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1234, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. . HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE FOR 

SUNDANESE INDIGENOUS GROUPS. 
The President, acting through the appro-

priate Federal agencies, is authorized to pro-
vide humanitarian assistance, including 
food, directly to the National Democratic Al-
liance participants and the Sudanese Peo-
ple’s Liberation Movement operating outside 
of the Operation Lifeline Sudan structure. 

THOMAS (AND ENZI) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1121

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. THOMAS (for himself and Mr. 

ENZI) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the 
bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section and renumber the 
remaining sections accordingly: 
‘‘SEC. . PROHIBITION ON THE RETURN OF VET-

ERANS MEMORIAL OBJECTS TO FOR-
EIGN NATIONS WITHOUT SPECIFIC 
AUTHORIZATION IN LAW. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—Notwithstanding section 
2572 of title 10, United States Code, or any 
other provision of law, the President may 
not transfer a veterans memorial object to a 
foreign country or entity controlled by a for-
eign government, or otherwise transfer or 
convey such object to any person or entity 
for purposes of the ultimate transfer or con-
veyance of such object to a foreign country 
or entity controlled by a foreign govern-
ment, unless specifically authorized by law. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ENTITY CONTROLLED BY A FOREIGN GOV-

ERNMENT.—The term ‘‘entity controlled by a 
foreign government’’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 2536(c)(1) of title 10, 
United States Code. 

(2) VETERANS MEMORIAL OBJECT.—The term 
‘‘veterans memorial object’’ means any ob-
ject, including a physical structure or por-
tion thereof, that—

(A) is located at a cemetery of the Na-
tional Cemetery System, war memorial, or 
military installation in the United States; 

(B) is dedicated to, or otherwise memorial-
izes, the death in combat or combat-related 
duties of members of the United States 
Armed Forces; and 

(C) was brought to the United States from 
aboard as a memorial of combat abroad.’’

ASHCROFT (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1122

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. ASHCROFT (for himself, Mr. 

HAGEL, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. DODD, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. 
GRAMS, Mr. WARNER, Mr. LEAHY and 
Mr. CRAIG) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by them to the 
bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. ll. REQUIREMENT OF CONGRESSIONAL 
APPROVAL OF ANY UNILATERAL AGRICUL-
TURAL OR MEDICAL SANCTION.—(a) DEFINI-
TIONS.—In this section: 

(1) AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘agricultural 

commodity’’ has the meaning given the term 
in section 402 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1732). 

(B) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘agricultural 
commodity’’ does not include any agricul-
tural commodity that is used to facilitate 
the development or production of a chemical 
or biological weapon. 

(2) AGRICULTURAL PROGRAM.—The term 
‘‘agricultural program’’ means—

(A) any program administered under the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691 et. seq.); 

(B) any program administered under sec-
tion 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 
U.S.C. 1431); 

(C) any commercial sale of agricultural 
commodities, including a commercial sale of 

an agricultural commodity that is prohibited 
under a unilateral agricultural sanction that 
is in effect on the date of enactment of this 
Act; or 

(D) any export financing (including credits 
or credit guarantees) for agricultural com-
modities. 

(3) JOINT RESOLUTION.—The term ‘‘joint 
resolution’’ means—

(A) in the case of subsection (b)(1)(B), only 
a joint resolution introduced within 10 ses-
sion days of Congress after the date on which 
the report of the President under subsection 
(b)(1)(A) is received by Congress, the matter 
after the resolving clause of which is as fol-
lows: ‘‘That Congress approves the report of 
the President pursuant to section 
ll(b)(1)(A) of the lllll Act ll, trans-
mitted on lllllll.’’, with the blank 
completed with the appropriate date; and 

(B) in the case of subsection (e)(2), only a 
joint resolution introduced within 10 session 
days of Congress after the date on which the 
report of the President under subsection 
(e)(1) is received by Congress, the matter 
after the resolving clause of which is as fol-
lows: ‘‘That Congress approves the report of 
the President pursuant to section ll(e)(1) 
of the lllll Act ll, transmitted on 
lllllll.’’, with the blank completed 
with the appropriate date. 

(4) MEDICAL DEVICE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘medical de-

vice’’ has the meaning given the term ‘‘de-
vice’’ in section 201 of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 321). 

(B) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘medical de-
vice’’ does not include any device that is 
used to facilitate the development or produc-
tion of a chemical or biological weapon. 

(5) MEDICINE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘medicine’’ has 

the meaning given the term ‘‘drug’’ in sec-
tion 201 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 321). 

(B) EXCLUSION.—The term ‘‘medicine’’ does 
not include any drug that is used to facili-
tate the development or production of a 
chemical or biological weapon. 

(6) UNILATERAL AGRICULTURAL SANCTION.—
The term ‘‘unilateral agricultural sanction’’ 
means any prohibition, restriction, or condi-
tion on carrying out an agricultural program 
with respect to a foreign country or foreign 
entity that is imposed by the United States 
for reasons of foreign policy or national se-
curity, except in a case in which the United 
States imposes the measure pursuant to a 
multilateral regime and the other member 
countries of that regime have agreed to im-
pose substantially equivalent measures. 

(7) UNILATERAL MEDICAL SANCTION.—The 
term ‘‘unilateral medical sanction’’ means 
any prohibition, restriction, or condition on 
exports of, or the provision of assistance con-
sisting of, medicine or a medical device with 
respect to a foreign country or foreign entity 
that is imposed by the United States for rea-
sons of foreign policy or national security, 
except in a case in which the United States 
imposes the measure pursuant to a multilat-
eral regime and the other member countries 
of that regime have agreed to impose sub-
stantially equivalent measures. 

(b) RESTRICTION.—
(1) NEW SANCTIONS.—Except as provided in 

subsections (c) and (d) and notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the President 
may not impose a unilateral agricultural 
sanction or unilateral medical sanction 
against a foreign country or foreign entity 
for any fiscal year, unless—

(A) not later than 60 days before the sanc-
tion is proposed to be imposed, the President 
submits a report to Congress that—
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(i) describes the activity proposed to be 

prohibited, restricted, or conditioned; and 
(ii) describes the actions by the foreign 

country or foreign entity that justify the 
sanction; and 

(B) Congress enacts a joint resolution stat-
ing the approval of Congress for the report 
submitted under subparagraph (A). 

(2) EXISTING SANCTIONS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), with respect to any unilat-
eral agricultural sanction or unilateral med-
ical sanction that is in effect as of the date 
of enactment of this Act for any fiscal year, 
the President shall immediately cease to im-
plement such sanction. 

(B) EXEMPTIONS.—Subparagraph (A) shall 
not apply to a unilateral agricultural sanc-
tion or unilateral medical sanction imposed 
with respect to an agricultural program or 
activity described in subparagraph (B) or (D) 
of subsection (a)(2). 

(c) EXCEPTIONS.—The President may im-
pose (or continue to impose) a sanction de-
scribed in subsection (b) without regard to 
the procedures required by that subsection—

(1) against a foreign country or foreign en-
tity with respect to which Congress has en-
acted a declaration of war that is in effect on 
or after the date of enactment of this Act; or 

(2) to the extent that the sanction would 
prohibit, restrict, or condition the provision 
or use of any agricultural commodity that is 
controlled on—

(A) the United States Munitions List es-
tablished under section 38 of the Arms Ex-
port Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2778); or 

(B) any control list established under the 
Export Administration Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. 
App. 2401 et seq.). 

(d) COUNTRIES SUPPORTING INTERNATIONAL 
TERRORISM.—This section shall not affect 
the prohibition on providing assistance to 
the government of any country supporting 
international terrorism that is established 
by section 620A of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2371). 

(e) TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS.—Any uni-
lateral agricultural sanction or unilateral 
medical sanction that is imposed pursuant to 
the procedures described in subsection (b)(1) 
shall terminate not later than 2 years after 
the date on which the sanction became effec-
tive unless—

(1) not later than 60 days before the date of 
termination of the sanction, the President 
submits to Congress a report containing the 
recommendation of the President for the 
continuation of the sanction for an addi-
tional period of not to exceed 2 years and the 
request of the President for approval by Con-
gress of the recommendation; and 

(2) Congress enacts a joint resolution stat-
ing the approval of Congress for the report 
submitted under paragraph (1). 

(f) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCEDURES.—
(1) REFERRAL OF REPORT.—A report de-

scribed in subsection (b)(1)(A) or (e)(1) shall 
be referred to the appropriate committee or 
committees of the House of Representatives 
and to the appropriate committee or com-
mittees of the Senate. 

(2) REFERRAL OF JOINT RESOLUTION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—A joint resolution shall 

be referred to the committees in each House 
of Congress with jurisdiction. 

(B) REPORTING DATE.—A joint resolution 
referred to in subparagraph (A) may not be 
reported before the eighth session day of 
Congress after the introduction of the joint 
resolution. 

(3) DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE.—If the com-
mittee to which is referred a joint resolution 
has not reported the joint resolution (or an 

identical joint resolution) at the end of 30 
session days of Congress after the date of in-
troduction of the joint resolution—

(A) the committee shall be discharged from 
further consideration of the joint resolution; 
and 

(B) the joint resolution shall be placed on 
the appropriate calendar of the House con-
cerned. 

(4) FLOOR CONSIDERATION.—
(A) MOTION TO PROCEED.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—When the committee to 

which a joint resolution is referred has re-
ported, or when a committee is discharged 
under paragraph (3) from further consider-
ation of, a joint resolution—

(I) it shall be at any time thereafter in 
order (even though a previous motion to the 
same effect has been disagreed to) for any 
member of the House concerned to move to 
proceed to the consideration of the joint res-
olution; and 

(II) all points of order against the joint res-
olution (and against consideration of the 
joint resolution) are waived. 

(ii) PRIVILEGE.—The motion to proceed to 
the consideration of the joint resolution—

(I) shall be highly privileged in the House 
of Representatives and privileged in the Sen-
ate; and 

(II) not debatable. 
(iii) AMENDMENTS AND MOTIONS NOT IN 

ORDER.—The motion to proceed to the con-
sideration of the joint resolution shall not be 
subject to—

(I) amendment; 
(II) a motion to postpone; or 
(III) a motion to proceed to the consider-

ation of other business. 
(iv) MOTION TO RECONSIDER NOT IN ORDER.—

A motion to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall 
not be in order. 

(v) BUSINESS UNTIL DISPOSITION.—If a mo-
tion to proceed to the consideration of the 
joint resolution is agreed to, the joint reso-
lution shall remain the unfinished business 
of the House concerned until disposed of. 

(B) LIMITATIONS ON DEBATE.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—Debate on the joint reso-

lution, and on all debatable motions and ap-
peals in connection with the joint resolution, 
shall be limited to not more than 10 hours, 
which shall be divided equally between those 
favoring and those opposing the joint resolu-
tion. 

(ii) FURTHER DEBATE LIMITATIONS.—A mo-
tion to limit debate shall be in order and 
shall not be debatable. 

(iii) AMENDMENTS AND MOTIONS NOT IN 
ORDER.—An amendment to, a motion to post-
pone, a motion to proceed to the consider-
ation of other business, a motion to recom-
mit the joint resolution, or a motion to re-
consider the vote by which the joint resolu-
tion is agreed to or disagreed to shall not be 
in order. 

(C) VOTE ON FINAL PASSAGE.—Immediately 
following the conclusion of the debate on a 
joint resolution, and a single quorum call at 
the conclusion of the debate if requested in 
accordance with the rules of the House con-
cerned, the vote on final passage of the joint 
resolution shall occur. 

(D) RULINGS OF THE CHAIR ON PROCEDURE.—
An appeal from a decision of the Chair relat-
ing to the application of the rules of the Sen-
ate or House of Representatives, as the case 
may be, to the procedure relating to a joint 
resolution shall be decided without debate. 

(5) COORDINATION WITH ACTION BY OTHER 
HOUSE.—If, before the passage by 1 House of 
a joint resolution of that House, that House 
receives from the other House a joint resolu-
tion, the following procedures shall apply: 

(A) NO COMMITTEE REFERRAL.—The joint 
resolution of the other House shall not be re-
ferred to a committee. 

(B) FLOOR PROCEDURE.—With respect to a 
joint resolution of the House receiving the 
joint resolution—

(i) the procedure in that House shall be the 
same as if no joint resolution had been re-
ceived from the other House; but 

(ii) the vote on final passage shall be on 
the joint resolution of the other House. 

(C) DISPOSITION OF JOINT RESOLUTIONS OF 
RECEIVING HOUSE.—On disposition of the joint 
resolution received from the other House, it 
shall no longer be in order to consider the 
joint resolution originated in the receiving 
House. 

(6) PROCEDURES AFTER ACTION BY BOTH THE 
HOUSE AND SENATE.—If a House receives a 
joint resolution from the other House after 
the receiving House has disposed of a joint 
resolution originated in that House, the ac-
tion of the receiving House with regard to 
the disposition of the joint resolution origi-
nated in that House shall be deemed to be 
the action of the receiving House with regard 
to the joint resolution originated in the 
other House. 

(7) RULEMAKING POWER.—This subsection is 
enacted by Congress—

(A) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
respectively, and as such this subsection—

(i) is deemed to be a part of the rules of 
each House, respectively, but applicable only 
with respect to the procedure to be followed 
in that House in the case of a joint resolu-
tion; and 

(ii) supersedes other rules only to the ex-
tent that this subsection is inconsistent with 
those rules; and 

(B) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as the rules relate to the proce-
dure of that House) at any time, in the same 
manner and to the same extent as in the case 
of any other rule of that House. 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section takes 
effect 30 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

WELLSTONE AMENDMENT NO. 1123
Mr. WELLSTONE proposed an 

amendment to the bill, S. 1234, supra; 
as follows:

On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following new title: 
TITLE—INTERNATIONAL TRAFFICKING OF 

WOMEN AND CHILDREN VICTIM PRO-
TECTION 

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Inter-

national Trafficking of Women and Children 
Victim Protection Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. ll02. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) The worldwide trafficking of persons 

has a disproportionate impact on women and 
girls and has been and continues to be con-
demned by the international community as a 
violation of fundamental human rights. 

(2) The fastest growing international traf-
ficking business is the trade in women, 
whereby women and girls seeking a better 
life, a good marriage, or a lucrative job 
abroad, unexpectedly find themselves in sit-
uations of forced prostitution, sweatshop 
labor, exploitative domestic servitude, or 
battering and extreme cruelty. 

(3) Trafficked women and children, girls 
and boys, are often subjected to rape and 
other forms of sexual abuse by their traf-
fickers and often held as virtual prisoners by 
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their exploiters, made to work in slavery-
like conditions, in debt bondage without pay 
and against their will. 

(4) The President, the First Lady, the Sec-
retary of State, the President’s Interagency 
Council on Women, and the Agency for Inter-
national Development have all identified 
trafficking in women as a significant prob-
lem. 

(5) The Fourth World Conference on 
Women (Beijing Conference) called on all 
governments to take measures, including 
legislative measures, to provide better pro-
tection of the rights of women and girls in 
trafficking, to address the root factors that 
put women and girls at risk to traffickers, 
and to take measures to dismantle the na-
tional, regional, and international networks 
on trafficking. 

(6) The United Nations General Assembly, 
noting its concern about the increasing num-
ber of women and girls who are being victim-
ized by traffickers, passed a resolution in 
1998 calling upon all governments to crim-
inalize trafficking in women and girls in all 
its forms and to penalize all those offenders 
involved, while ensuring that the victims of 
these practices are not penalized. 

(7) Numerous treaties to which the United 
States is a party address government obliga-
tions to combat trafficking, including such 
treaties as the 1956 Supplementary Conven-
tion on the Abolition of Slavery, the Slave 
Trade and Institutions and Practices Similar 
to Slavery, which calls for the complete abo-
lition of debt bondage and servile forms of 
marriage, and the 1957 Abolition of Forced 
Labor Convention, which undertakes to sup-
press and requires signatories not to make 
use of any forced or compulsory labor. 
SEC. ll03. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this title are to condemn 
and combat the international crime of traf-
ficking in women and children and to assist 
the victims of this crime by—

(1) setting a standard by which govern-
ments are evaluated for their response to 
trafficking and their treatment of victims; 

(2) authorizing and funding an interagency 
task force to carry out such evaluations and 
to issue an annual report of its findings to 
include the identification of foreign govern-
ments that tolerate or participate in traf-
ficking and fail to cooperate with inter-
national efforts to prosecute perpetrators; 

(3) assisting trafficking victims in the 
United States by providing humanitarian as-
sistance and by providing them temporary 
nonimmigrant status in the United States; 

(4) assisting trafficking victims abroad by 
providing humanitarian assistance; and 
SEC. ll04. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title:
(1) TRAFFICKING.—The term ‘‘trafficking’’ 

means the use of deception, coercion, debt 
bondage, the threat of force, or the abuse of 
authority to recruit, transport within or 
across borders, purchase, sell, transfer, re-
ceive, or harbor a person for the purpose of 
placing or holding such person, whether for 
pay or not, in involuntary servitude, or slav-
ery or slavery-like conditions, or in forced, 
bonded, or coerced labor. 

(2) VICTIM OF TRAFFICKING.—The term ‘‘vic-
tim of trafficking’’ means any person sub-
jected to the treatment described in para-
graph (2). 
SEC. ll05. INTER-AGENCY TASK FORCE TO MON-

ITOR AND COMBAT TRAFFICKING. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established with-

in the Department of State in the Office of 
the Secretary of State an Inter-Agency Task 
Force to Monitor and Combat Trafficking (in 

this section referred to as the ‘‘Task 
Force’’). The Task Force shall be co-chaired 
by the Assistant Secretary of State for De-
mocracy, Human Rights, and Labor Affairs 
and the Senior Coordinator on International 
Women’s Issues, President’s Interagency 
Council on Women. 

(2) APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS.—The mem-
bers of the Task Force shall be appointed by 
the Secretary of State. The Task Force shall 
consist of no more than twelve members. 

(3) COMPOSITION.—The Task Force shall in-
clude representatives from the—

(A) Violence Against Women Office, Office 
of Justice Programs, Department of Justice; 

(B) Office of Women in Development, 
United States Agency for International De-
velopment; and 

(C) Bureau of International Narcotics and 
Law Enforcement Affairs, Department of 
State. 

(4) STAFF.—The Task Force shall be au-
thorized to retain up to five staff members 
within the Bureau of Democracy, Human 
Rights, and Labor Affairs, and the Presi-
dent’s Interagency Council on Women to pre-
pare the annual report described in sub-
section (b) and to carry out additional tasks 
which the Task Force may require. The Task 
Force shall regularly hold meetings on its 
activities with nongovernmental organiza-
tions. 

(b) ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not 
later than March 1 of each year, the Sec-
retary of State, with the assistance of the 
Task Force, shall submit a report to Con-
gress describing the status of international 
trafficking, including—

(1) a list of foreign states where trafficking 
originates, passes through, or is a destina-
tion; and

(2) an assessment of the efforts by the gov-
ernments described in paragraph (1) to com-
bat trafficking. Such an assessment shall ad-
dress—

(A) whether any governmental authorities 
tolerate or are involved in trafficking activi-
ties; 

(B) which governmental authorities are in-
volved in anti-trafficking activities; 

(C) what steps the government has taken 
toward ending the participation of its offi-
cials in trafficking; 

(D) what steps the government has taken 
to prosecute and investigate those officials 
found to be involved in trafficking; 

(E) what steps the government has taken 
to prohibit other individuals from partici-
pating in trafficking, including the inves-
tigation, prosecution, and conviction of indi-
viduals involved in trafficking, the criminal 
and civil penalties for trafficking, and the ef-
ficacy of those penalties on reducing or end-
ing trafficking; 

(F) what steps the government has taken 
to assist trafficking victims, including ef-
forts to prevent victims from being further 
victimized by police, traffickers, or others, 
grants of stays of deportation, and provision 
of humanitarian relief, including provision 
of mental and physical health care and shel-
ter; 

(G) whether the government is cooperating 
with governments of other countries to ex-
tradite traffickers when requested; 

(H) whether the government is assisting in 
international investigations of transnational 
trafficking networks; and 

(I) whether the government—
(i) refrains from prosecuting trafficking 

victims or refrains from other discrimina-
tory treatment towards trafficking victims 
due to such victims having been trafficked, 
or the nature of their work, or their having 
left the country illegally; and 

(ii) recognizes the rights of victims and en-
sures their access to justice. 

(c) REPORTING STANDARDS AND INVESTIGA-
TIONS.—

(1) RESPONSIBILITY OF THE SECRETARY OF 
STATE.—The Secretary of State shall ensure 
that United States missions abroad maintain 
a consistent reporting standard and thor-
oughly investigate reports of trafficking. 

(2) CONTACTS WITH NONGOVERNMENTAL OR-
GANIZATIONS.—In compiling data and assess-
ing trafficking for the Human Rights Report 
and the Inter-Agency Task Force to Monitor 
and Combat Trafficking Annual Report, 
United States mission personnel shall seek 
out and maintain contacts with human 
rights and other nongovernmental organiza-
tions, including receiving reports and up-
dates from such organizations, and, when ap-
propriate, investigating such reports. 
SEC. ll06. PROTECTION OF TRAFFICKING VIC-

TIMS. 
(a) NONIMMIGRANT CLASSIFICATION FOR 

TRAFFICKING VICTIMS.—Section 101(a)(15) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101(a)(15)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (R); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (S) and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(T) an alien who the Attorney General de-
termines—

‘‘(i) is physically present in the United 
States, and 

‘‘(ii) is or has been a trafficking victim (as 
defined in section ll04 of the International 
Trafficking of Women and Children Victim 
Protection Act of 1999), 
for a stay of not to exceed 3 months in the 
United States, except that any such alien 
who has filed a petition seeking asylum or 
who is pursuing civil or criminal action 
against traffickers shall have the alien’s sta-
tus extended until the petition or litigation 
reaches its conclusion.’’.

(b) WAIVER OF GROUNDS FOR INELIGIBILITY 
FOR ADMISSION.—Section 212(d) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(d)) 
is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(d)’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) The Attorney General shall, in the At-

torney General’s discretion, waive the appli-
cation of subsection (a) (other than para-
graph (3)(E)) in the case of a nonimmigrant 
described in section 101(a)(15)(T), if the At-
torney General considers it to be in the na-
tional interest to do so.’’. 

(c) INVOLUNTARY SERVITUDE.—Section 1584 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended—

(1) inserting ‘‘(a)’’ before ‘‘Whoever’’; 
(2) by striking ‘‘or’’ after ‘‘servitude’’; 
(3) by inserting ‘‘transfers, receives or har-

bors any person into involuntary servitude, 
or’’ after ‘‘servitude,’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b) In this section, the term ‘involuntary 

servitude’ includes trafficking, slavery-like 
practices in which persons are forced into 
labor through non-physical means, such as 
debt bondage, blackmail, fraud, deceit, isola-
tion, and psychological pressure.’’. 

(d) TRAFFICKING VICTIM REGULATIONS.—Not 
later than 180 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Attorney General and 
the Secretary of State shall jointly promul-
gate regulations for law enforcement per-
sonnel, immigration officials, and Foreign 
Service officers requiring that—

(1) Federal, State and local law enforce-
ment, immigration officials, and Foreign 
Service officers shall be trained in identi-
fying and responding to trafficking victims; 
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(2) trafficking victims shall not be jailed, 

fined, or otherwise penalized due to having 
been trafficked, or nature of work; 

(3) trafficking victims shall have access to 
legal assistance, information about their 
rights, and translation services; 

(4) trafficking victims shall be provided 
protection if, after an assessment of security 
risk, it is determined the trafficking victim 
is susceptible to further victimization; and 

(5) prosecutors shall take into consider-
ation the safety and integrity of trafficked 
persons in investigating and prosecuting 
traffickers. 
SEC. ll07. ASSISTANCE TO TRAFFICKING VIC-

TIMS. 
(a) IN THE UNITED STATES.—The Secretary 

of Health and Human Services is authorized 
to provide, through the Office of Refugee Re-
settlement, assistance to trafficking victims 
and their children in the United States, in-
cluding mental and physical health services, 
and shelter. 

(b) IN OTHER COUNTRIES.—The President, 
acting through the Administrator of the 
United States Agency for International De-
velopment, is authorized to provide pro-
grams and activities to assist trafficking 
victims and their children abroad, including 
provision of mental and physical health serv-
ices, and shelter. Such assistance should give 
special priority to programs by nongovern-
mental organizations which provide direct 
services and resources for trafficking vic-
tims. 
SEC. ll08. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR 

THE INTER-AGENCY TASK FORCE.—To carry 
out the purposes of section ll05, there are 
authorized to be appropriated to the Sec-
retary of State $2,000,000 for fiscal year 2000 
and $2,000,000 for fiscal year 2001. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS TO 
THE SECRETARY OF HHS.—To carry out the 
purposes of section ll08(a), there are au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services $20,000,000 for 
fiscal year 2000 and $20,000,000 for fiscal year 
2001. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS TO 
THE PRESIDENT.—To carry out the purposes 
of section ll08(b), there are authorized to 
be appropriated to the President $20,000,000 
for fiscal year 2000 and $20,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2001. 

(d) PROHIBITION.—Funds made available to 
carry out this title shall not be available for 
the procurement of weapons or ammunition. 

WELLSTONE AMENDMENT NO. 1124
(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. WELLSTONE submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill, S. 1234, supra; as fol-
lows:

On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following: 

TITLE VI—ECONOMIC COOPERATION 
PROJECTS IN CHINA AND TIBET 

SEC. 601. STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES. 
(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this title 

to establish principles governing the conduct 
of United States economic cooperation 
projects in the People’s Republic of China 
and in Tibet. 

(b) PRINCIPLES.—It is the sense of Congress 
that any United States economic coopera-
tion project shall, within its facilities and 
those of its suppliers in the People’s Repub-
lic of China or Tibet, do the following: 

(1) Prohibit the manufacture of goods or 
products by bonded labor or forced labor, 

within prison camps or as part of reform-
through-labor or reeducation-through-labor 
programs. 

(2) Provide wages that meet workers’ basic 
needs and provide fair and decent working 
hours, including at a minimum, adhering to 
the wage and hour guidelines under the na-
tional labor laws and policies of the People’s 
Republic of China. 

(3) Use production methods that do not 
negatively affect the occupational safety and 
health of workers. 

(4) Prohibit the use of corporal punish-
ment, as well as any physical, sexual, or 
verbal abuse or harassment, of workers. 

(5) Refrain from seeking police or military 
intervention to prevent workers from exer-
cising their rights. 

(6) Promote the following freedoms among 
their employees and the employees of their 
suppliers: freedom of association and assem-
bly (including the right to form unions and 
to bargain collectively); freedom of expres-
sion; and freedom from arbitrary arrest or 
detention. 

(7) Prohibit discrimination in hiring, re-
muneration, or promotion based on age, gen-
der, marital status, pregnancy, ethnicity, or 
region of origin. 

(8) Prohibit discrimination in hiring, re-
muneration, or promotion based on labor, 
political, or religious activity, on involve-
ment in demonstrations, past records of ar-
rests or internal exile for peaceful protest, or 
on membership in organizations committed 
to nonviolent social or political change. 

(9) Use environmentally responsible meth-
ods of production that have minimal adverse 
impact on land, air, and water quality. 

(10) Prohibit child labor, including at a 
minimum, complying with guidelines on 
minimum age for employment under the na-
tional labor laws of the People’s Republic of 
China. 

(c) PROMOTION OF PRINCIPLES BY OTHER NA-
TIONS.—The Secretary of State shall forward 
a copy of the principles set forth in sub-
section (b) to each member nation of the Or-
ganization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development and encourage such nation to 
promote principles similar to such prin-
ciples. 
SEC. 602. REGISTRATION REQUIREMENT. 

(a) REQUIREMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each United States parent 

company conducting a United States eco-
nomic cooperation project in the People’s 
Republic of China or Tibet shall register 
with the Secretary of State and indicate 
whether such company agrees to implement 
the principles set forth in section 601(b). 

(2) PROHIBITION ON FEE.—No fee shall be re-
quired for purposes of registration under 
paragraph (1). 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (a) shall 
take effect 180 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act. 
SEC. 603. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) REPORTS BY UNITED STATES PARENT 
COMPANIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each United States parent 
company conducting a United States eco-
nomic cooperation project in the People’s 
Republic of China or Tibet shall submit to 
the Secretary of State a report describing 
such company’s adherence to the principles 
set forth in section 601(b) during the one-
year period ending on the date of such re-
port. 

(2) FORM.—The report shall be submitted 
on a form furnished by the Secretary. 

(3) SUBMITTAL DATES.—A United States 
parent company shall submit the report re-
quired by paragraph (1) not later than one 

year after the date on which the company 
registers under section 602 and annually 
thereafter. 

(b) REVIEW OF REPORTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re-

view each report submitted under subsection 
(a) to determine whether the United States 
parent company submitting such report is 
adhering to the principles set forth in sec-
tion 601(b). 

(2) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.—The Sec-
retary may request additional information 
from a United States parent company for 
purposes of the review of its report under 
this subsection, and may use other sources of 
information to verify the information con-
tained in such report. 

(c) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not later than two 
years after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and annually thereafter, the Secretary 
shall submit to Congress and to the Secre-
tariat of the Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development a report assess-
ing the adherence of United States parent 
companies subject to the reporting require-
ment in subsection (a) to the principles set 
forth in section 601(b). Each report shall 
cover the one-year period ending on the date 
of such report. 
SEC. 604. EXPORT MARKETING SUPPORT. 

(a) SUPPORT.—A department or agency of 
the United States Government may inter-
cede with a foreign government or foreign 
national regarding export marketing activ-
ity in the People’s Republic of China or 
Tibet on behalf of a United States parent 
company subject to the reporting require-
ment in section 603(a) only if the United 
States parent company adheres to the prin-
ciples set forth in section 601(b). 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (a) shall 
take effect two years after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 605. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) ADHERE.—The terms ‘‘adhere to’’, ‘‘ad-

hering to’’, and ‘‘adherence to’’, in the case 
of the principles set forth in section 601(b), 
mean—

(A) agreeing to implement the principles; 
(B) implementing the principles by taking 

good faith measures with respect to each 
principle; and 

(C) reporting accurately to the Secretary 
of State on the measures taken to imple-
ment the principles. 

(2) INTERCEDE WITH A FOREIGN GOVERNMENT 
OR FOREIGN NATIONAL.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘intercede with 
a foreign government or foreign national’’ 
includes any contact by an officer or em-
ployee of the United States with officials of 
any foreign government or foreign national 
involving or contemplating any effort to as-
sist in selling a good, service, or technology 
in the People’s Republic of China or Tibet. 

(B) EXCLUSION.—The term does not include 
multilateral or bilateral government-to-gov-
ernment trade negotiations intended to re-
solve trade issues which may affect United 
States parent companies which do not ad-
here to the principles set forth in section 
601(b). 

(3) UNITED STATES ECONOMIC COOPERATION 
PROJECT.—The term ‘‘United States eco-
nomic cooperation project’’ means the fol-
lowing: 

(A) An equity joint venture, cooperative 
joint venture, or wholly foreign-owned enter-
prise established under the laws of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China in which—

(i) a corporation, partnership, wholly-
owned subsidiary, or other business associa-
tion organized under the laws of the United 
States is an investor; or 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:23 Oct 04, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00119 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S30JN9.004 S30JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE14924 June 30, 1999
(ii) a corporation, partnership, or other 

business association organized under the 
laws of a country other than the United 
States, or under the laws of a territory or 
possession of a country other than the 
United States, which is wholly owned by a 
corporation, partnership, or other business 
association organized under the laws of the 
United States, is an investor and which em-
ploys more than 50 individuals in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China or Tibet. 

(B) A branch office or representative office 
in the People’s Republic of China or Tibet 
of—

(i) a corporation, partnership, wholly-
owned subsidiary, or other business associa-
tion organized under the laws of the United 
States; or 

(ii) a corporation, partnership, or other 
business association organized under the 
laws of a country other than the United 
States, or under the laws of a territory or 
possession of a country other than the 
United States, which is wholly owned by a 
corporation, partnership, or other business 
association organized under the laws of the 
United States, which employs more than 25 
individuals in the People’s Republic of China 
or Tibet. 

(4) ORGANIZED UNDER THE LAWS OF THE 
UNITED STATES.—The term ‘‘organized under 
the laws of the United States’’ means orga-
nized under the laws of the United States, 
any State of the United States, the District 
of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, or any other territory or possession of 
the United States. 

(5) UNITED STATES PARENT COMPANY.—The 
term ‘‘United States parent company’’ 
means a corporation, partnership, or other 
business association organized under the 
laws of the United States which is—

(A) the direct investor in a United States 
economic cooperation project as described in 
paragraph (3)(A)(i), or the sole owner of the 
investor in a United States economic co-
operation project as described in paragraph 
(3)(A)(ii); or 

(B) the registrant in the People’s Republic 
of China of a branch office or representative 
office as described in paragraph (3)(B)(i), or 
the sole owner of the registrant of a branch 
office or representative office in the People’s 
Republic of China or Tibet as described in 
paragraph (3)(B)(ii).

SMITH AMENDMENT NO. 1125
Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. SMITH of 

Oregon) proposed an amendment to the 
bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section and renumber any 
remaining sections accordingly: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE CITIZENS 

DEMOCRACY CORPS. 
It is the sense of the Senate that—
(1) with regard to promoting economic de-

velopment and open, democratic countries in 
the former Soviet Union and Central Eastern 
Europe, the Committee commends the work 
of the Citizens Democracy Corps (CDC), 
which utilizes senior-level U.S. business vol-
unteers to assist enterprises, institutions, 
and local governments abroad. Their work 
demonstrates the significant impact that 
USAID support of a U.S. non-governmental 
organization (NGO) program can have on the 
key U.S. foreign policy priorities of pro-
moting broad-based, stable economic growth 
and open, market-oriented economies in 
transitioning economies. By drawing upon 
the skills and voluntary spirit of U.S. busi-

nessmen and women to introduce companies, 
CDC furthers the goals of the Freedom of 
Support Act (NIS) and Support for Eastern 
European Democracy (SEED), forging posi-
tive, lasting connections between the U.S. 
and these countries. The Committee en-
dorses CDC’s very cost-effective programs 
and believes they should be supported and 
expanded not only in the former Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe, but in 
transitioning and developing economies 
throughout the world. 

f 

SEWAGE TREATMENT FACILITY—
SISTERS, OREGON 

SMITH AMENDMENT NO. 1126

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill (S. 416) to direct the 
Secretary of Agriculture to convey to 
the city of Sisters, Oregon, a certain 
parcel of land for use in connection 
with a sewage treatment facility; as 
follows:

On page 3, line 12, strike the quotation 
marks. 

On page 3, line 14, strike ‘‘the following’’. 
At the end, add the following: 
‘‘(e) AUTHORITY TO ACQUIRE LAND IN SUB-

STITUTION.—Subject to the availability of ap-
propriations, the Secretary shall acquire 
land within Oregon, and within or in the vi-
cinity of the Deschutes National Forest, of 
an acreage equivalent to that of the land 
conveyed under subsection (a). Any lands ac-
quired shall be added to and administered as 
part of the Deschutes National Forest.’’

f 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2000

McCONNELL (AND LEAHY) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1127

Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself and 
Mr. LEAHY) proposed an amendment to 
the bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

On page 11, line 12 strike everything after 
the word ‘‘loans’’ and through the word ‘‘pro-
vision’’ on line 22. 

On page 18, line 21, after the colon insert 
the following: 

Provided further, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, of the funds appro-
priated under this heading, $10,000,000 shall 
be made available for political, economic, 
humanitarian, and associated support activi-
ties for Iraqi opposition groups designated 
under the Iraqi Liberation Act (Public Law 
105–338): Provided further, That not less than 
15 days prior to the obligation of these funds, 
the Secretary shall inform the Committees 
on Appropriations of the purpose and 
amount of the proposed obligation of funds 
under this provision:

McCAIN (AND STEVENS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1128

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. MCCAIN 
(for himself and Mr. STEVENS)) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1234, supra; as follows:

On page 7, line 3 strike the language begin-
ning with ‘‘but shall be’’ through line 16 ‘‘Ap-
propriations.’’

LEAHY (AND McCONNELL) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1129

Mr. LEAHY (for himself and Mr. 
MCCONNELL) proposed an amendment 
to the bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

On page 7, line 22, after the colon, insert 
the following:

Provided further, That funds made available 
to grantees may be invested pending expend-
iture for project purposes when authorized 
by the President of the Foundation: Provided 
further, That interest earned shall be used 
only for the purposes for which the grant was 
made: Provided further, That this authority 
applies to interest earned both prior to and 
following enactment of this provision: Pro-
vided further, That notwithstanding section 
505(a)(2) of the African Development Founda-
tion Act, in exceptional circumstances the 
board of directors of the Foundation may 
waive the $250,000 limitation contained in 
that section with respect to a project: Pro-
vided further, That the Foundation shall pro-
vide a report to the Committees on Appro-
priations before each time such waiver au-
thority is exercised: 

COVERDELL (AND STEVENS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1130

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. COVERDELL 
(for himself and Mr. STEVENS)) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1234, supra; as follows:

On page 8, line 6, after the word ‘‘AIDS’’ in-
sert the following: ‘‘and including up to 
$5,500,000 which may be made available to es-
tablish an International Health Center at 
Morehouse School of Medicine’’.

MCCONNELL (AND LEAHY) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1131

Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself and 
Mr. LEAHY) proposed an amendment to 
the bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

On page 22, line 5, before the word 
‘‘Ukraine’’ insert the words ‘‘Government 
of’’. 

On page 22, line 6, after ‘‘1999’’, insert the 
following: ‘‘, including taking effective 
measures to end corruption by government 
officials’’. 

LEAHY (AND MCCONNELL) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1132

Mr. LEAHY (for himself and Mr. 
MCCONNELL) proposed an amendment 
to the bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

On page 22, line 15, before the period, insert 
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the 
funds made available for Ukraine, $3,500,000 
shall be made available for the destruction 
of stockpiles of anti-personnel landmines in 
Ukraine’’. 

LEAHY AMENDMENT NO. 1133

Mr. LEAHY proposed an amendment 
to the bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

On page 10, line 10, after the colon, insert 
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That the 
proportion of funds appropriated under this 
heading that are made available for biodiver-
sity activities should be at least the same as 
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the proportion of funds that were made 
available for such activities from funds ap-
propriated by the Foreign Operations, Ex-
port Financing, and Related Programs Ap-
propriations Act, 1995 (P.L. 103–306) to carry 
out sections 103 through 106 and chapter 10 of 
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961’’.

LEAHY AMENDMENT NO. 1134
Mr. LEAHY proposed an amendment 

to the bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:
On page 32, line 12, delete everything be-

ginning with ‘‘For’’ through ‘‘expended’’ on 
page 33, line 7, and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, of 
modifying direct or indirect loans and loan 
guarantees, as the President may determine, 
for which funds have been appropriated or 
otherwise made available for programs with-
in the International Affairs Budget Function 
150, including the cost of selling, reducing, or 
canceling amounts owed to the United 
States as a result of concessional loans made 
to eligible countries, pursuant to parts IV 
and V of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
(including necessary expenses for the admin-
istration of activities carried out under 
these parts), and of modifying concessional 
credit agreements with least developed coun-
tries, as authorized under section 411 of the 
Agriculture Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 as amended; and 
concessional loans, guarantees and credit 
agreements with any country in sub-Saharan 
Africa, as authorized under section 572 of the 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing and 
Related Programs Act, 1989 (Public Law 100–
461); $43,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended; provided that any limitation of sub-
section (e) of Section 411 of the Agriculture 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954 to the extent that limitation applies to 
sub-Saharan African countries shall not 
apply to funds appropriated hereunder or 
previously appropriate. 

ROTH (AND LAUTENBERG) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1135

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. ROTH (for 
himself and Mr. LAUTENBERG)) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1234, supra; as follows:

On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following new section: 

SENSE OF CONGRESS ON MANAGEMENT OF 
UNITED STATES INTERESTS IN UKRAINE 

SEC. 580. (a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes 
the following findings: 

(1) Ukraine is a major European nation as 
it has the second largest territory and sixth 
largest population of all the States of Eu-
rope. 

(2) Ukraine has important geopolitical and 
economic roles to play within Central and 
Eastern Europe. 

(3) A strong, stable, and secure Ukraine 
serves the interests of peace and stability in 
all of Europe, which are important national 
security interests of the United States. 

(4) Ukraine is a member State of the Coun-
cil of Europe, the Organization on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe, the Central Eu-
ropean Initiative, and the Euro-Atlantic 
Partnership Conference, is a participant in 
the Partnership for Peace program of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and has 
entered into a Partnership and Cooperation 
Agreement with the European Union. 

(5) The Government of Ukraine has clearly 
articulated its country’s aspirations to be-

come fully integrated into European and 
transatlantic institutions, and, in pursuit of 
the attainment of that aspiration, the gov-
ernment of Ukraine has requested associate 
membership in the European Union with the 
intent of eventually becoming a full member 
of the European Union. 

(6) It is the policy of the United States to 
support the aspiration of Ukraine to assume 
its rightful place among the European and 
transatlantic community of democratic 
States and in European and transatlantic in-
stitutions. 

(7) In the United States Government, the 
responsibility for management of United 
States interests in Ukraine would be most 
effectively performed by the officials who 
perform the responsibility for management 
of United States interests in Europe, and a 
designation of those officials to do so would 
strongly underscore and most effectively 
support attainment of the United States ob-
jective to build a Europe whole and free. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that the Secretary of State should 
designate the Assistant Secretary of State 
for European Affairs to perform, through the 
Bureau of European Affairs of the Depart-
ment of State, the responsibilities of the De-
partment of State for the management of 
United States interests in Ukraine.

HELMS (AND MACK) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1136

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. HELMS (for 
himself and Mr. MACK)) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1234, supra; 
as follows:

On page 38, line 10, strike ‘‘$785,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$776,600,000’’. 

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1137

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. HELMS) 
proposed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1234, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. . CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION WITH 

RESPECT TO ACQUISITION OF USAID 
FACILITIES. 

(a) Funds appropriated under the heading 
‘‘Operating Expenses of the Agency for Inter-
national Development’’ may be made avail-
able for acquisition of office space exceeding 
$5,000,000 of the United States Agency for 
International Development only if the appro-
priate congressional committees are notified 
at least 15 days in advance in accordance 
with the procedures applicable to reprogram-
ming notifications under section 634A of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 
2394–1) 

(b) As used in this section, the term ‘‘ac-
quisition’’ shall have the same meaning as in 
the Foreign Service Building Act of 1926. 

HELMS (AND DEWINE) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1138

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. HELMS (for 
himself and Mr. DEWINE)) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1234, supra; 
as follows:

Beginning on page 92 delete section 560 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

ASSISTANCE FOR HAITI 

SEC. 560. (a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the 
sense of Congress that, in providing assist-
ance to Haiti, the President should place a 
priority on the following areas: 

(1) aggressive action to support the institu-
tion of the Hitian National Police, including 
support for efforts by the leadership and the 
Inspector General to purge corrupt and po-
liticized elements from the Haitian National 
Police; 

(2) steps to ensure that any elections un-
dertaken in Haiti with United States assist-
ance are full, free, fair, transparent, and 
democratic; 

(3) a program designed to develop the in-
digenous human rights monitoring capacity; 

(4) steps to facilitate the continued privat-
ization of state-owned enterprises; and 

(5) a sustained agricultural development 
program. 

(b) REPORT.—Beginning six months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, and six 
months thereafter, the president shall sub-
mit a report to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate and the Committee on 
Appropriations and the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives wit regard to—

(1) the status of each of the governmental 
institutions envisioned in the 1987 Haitian 
constitution, including an assessment of 
whether or not these institutions and offi-
cials hold positions on the basis of a regular, 
constitutional process; 

(2) the status of the privatization (or place-
ment under long-term private management 
or concession) of the major public entities, 
including a detailed assessment of whether 
or not the Government of Haiti has com-
pleted all required incorporating documents, 
the transfer of assets, and the eviction of un-
authorized occupants of the land or facility; 

(3) the status of efforts to re-sign and im-
plement the lapsed bilateral Repatriation 
Agreement and an assessment of whether or 
not the Government of Haiti has been co-
operating with the United States in halting 
illegal emigration from Haiti; 

(4) the status of the Government of Haiti’s 
efforts to conduct thorough investigations of 
extrajudicial and political killings and—

(A) an assessment of whether or not sub-
stantial progress has been made in bringing 
to justice the persons responsible for these 
extrajudicial or political killings in Haiti, 
and 

(B) an assessment of whether or not the 
Government of Haiti is cooperating with 
United States authorities and with United 
States-funded technical advisors to the Hai-
tian National Police in such investigations; 

(5) an assessment of whether or not the 
Government of Haiti has taken action to re-
move and maintain the separation from the 
Haitian National Police, national palace and 
residential guard, ministerial guard, and any 
other public security entity or unit of Haiti 
those individuals who are credibly alleged to 
have engaged in or conspired to conceal 
gross violations of internationally recog-
nized human rights; 

(6) the status of steps being taken to se-
cure the ratification of the maritime 
counter-narcotics agreements signed in Oc-
tober 1997; 

(7) an assessment of the degree to which 
domestic capacity to conduct free, fair, 
democratic, and administratively sound elec-
tions has been developed in Haiti; and 

(8) an assessment of whether or not Haiti’s 
Minister of Justice has demonstrated a com-
mitment to the professionalism of judicial 
personnel by consistently placing students 
graduated by the Judicial School in appro-
priate judicial positions and has made a 
commitment to share program costs associ-
ated with the Judicial School, and is achiev-
ing progress in making the judicial branch in 
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Haiti independent from the executive 
branch.

MCCONNELL (AND LEAHY) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1139

Mr. MCCONNELL (for himself and 
Mr. LEAHY) proposed an amendment to 
the bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

On page 24, line 18, strike all after ‘‘(h)’’ 
through the period on page 25, line 2, and in-
sert the following: 

Of the funds appropriated under this head-
ing that are allocated for assistance for the 
Central Government of Russia, 50 percent 
shall be withheld from obligation until the 
President determines and certifies in writing 
to the Committees on Appropriations that 
The Government of Russia has terminated 
implementation of arrangements to provide 
Iran with technical expertise, training, tech-
nology, or equipment necessary to develop a 
nuclear reactor, related nuclear research fa-
cilities or programs, or ballistic missile ca-
pability. 

MCCONNELL AMENDMENT NO. 1140
Mr. MCCONNELL proposed an 

amendment to the bill, S. 1234, supra; 
as follows:

On page 22, line 24, after the word ‘‘Arme-
nia’’ and before the period insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘: Provided, That of the funds made 
available for Armenia, $15,000,000 shall be 
available for earthquake rehabilitation and 
reconstruction’’. 

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 1141
Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. HELMS) 

proposed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1234, supra; as follows:

On page 37, line 11, before the period insert 
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the 
amount appropriated under this heading, 
$5,000,000 shall be available only for the Phil-
ippines’’.

ABRAHAM AMENDMENT NO. 1142
Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. ABRAHAM) 

proposed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1234, supra; as follows: 

On page 12 line 6 insert a new section: 
LEBANON 

Of the funds appropriated under the head-
ings ‘‘Development Assistance’’ and ‘‘Eco-
nomic Support Fund,’’ not less than 
$15,000,000 shall be made available for Leb-
anon to be used, among other programs, for 
scholarships and direct support of the Amer-
ican educational institutions in Lebanon. 

THOMAS AMENDMENT NO. 1143
Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. THOMAS) 

proposed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1234, supra; as follows:

On page 13, line 5, after the word ‘‘Appro-
priations’’ insert the following words: ’’, the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate, and the Committee on International Re-
lations of the House,’’; and 

On page 98, line 16, after the word ‘‘Appro-
priations’’, insert the following words: ’’, the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate, and the Committee on International Re-
lations of the House,’’. 

DORGAN AMENDMENT NO. 1144
Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. DORGAN) pro-

posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1234, supra; as follows:

On page 21, line 22, before the period insert 
the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That of the 
amount appropriated under this heading, not 
to exceed $200,000 shall be available only for 
the REAP International School Linkage Pro-
gram’’. 

CAMPBELL (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1145

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. CAMPBELL 
(for himself, Mr. SANTORUM, and Mr. 
BYRD)) proposed an amendment to the 
bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following new section: 

RESTRICTION ON UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE 
FOR CERTAIN RECONSTRUCTION EFFORTS IN 
THE BALKANS REGION. 

SEC. . (a) PROHIBITION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-

section (b), none of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act for 
United States assistance for reconstruction 
efforts in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
or any contiguous country may be used for 
the procurement of, any article produced 
outside the United States, the recipient 
country, or least developed countries or any 
service provided by a foreign person. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not 
apply if—

(1) the provision of such assistance re-
quires articles of a type that are produced in 
and services that are available for purchase 
in the United States, the recipient country, 
or least developed countries, or if the cost of 
articles and services produced in or available 
from the United States and such other coun-
ties is significantly more expensive, includ-
ing the cost of transportation, than the cost 
from other sources; or 

(2) the President determines that the appli-
cation of subsection (a) will impair the abil-
ity of the United States to maximize the use 
of United States articles and services in such 
reconstruction efforts of other donor coun-
tries, or if the President otherwise deter-
mines that subsection (a) will impair United 
States foreign assistance objectives. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ARTICLE.—The term ‘‘article’’ means 

any agricultural commodity, steel, commu-
nications equipment, farm machinery, or pe-
trochemical refinery equipment. 

(2) FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF YUGOSLAVIA.—The 
term ‘‘Federal Republic of Yugoslavia’’ 
means the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
(Serbia and Montenegro) and includes 
Kosovo. 

(3) FOREIGN PERSON.—The term ‘‘foreign 
person’’ means any foreign national exclu-
sive of any national or recipient country or 
least developed countries including any for-
eign corporation, partnership, other legal en-
tity, organizations, or association that is 
beneficially owned by foreign persons or con-
trolled in fact by foreign persons. 

(4) PRODUCED.—The term ‘‘produced’’, with 
respect to an item, includes any item mined, 
manufactured, made, assembled, grown, or 
extracted. 

(5) SERVICE.—The term ‘‘service’’ means 
any engineering, construction or tele-
communication. 

(6) STEEL.—The term ‘‘steel’’ includes the 
following categories of steel products: semi-
finished, plates, sheets and strips, wire rods, 
wire and wire products, rail type products, 
bars, structural shapes and units, pipes and 
tubes, iron ore, and coke products.

LAUTENBERG AMENDMENT NO. 
1146

Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. LAUTENBERG) 
proposed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1234, supra; as follows:

Beginning on page 100, strike line 11 and 
all that follows through line 13 on page 107 
and insert the following: 
RESTRICTIONS ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES, 

ENTITIES, AND COMMUNITIES IN THE FORMER 
YUGOSLAVIA PROVIDING SANCTUARY TO PUB-
LICLY INDICTED WAR CRIMINALS 
SEC. 567. (a) POLICY.—It shall be the policy 

of the United States to use bilateral and 
multilateral assistance to promote peace and 
respect for internationally recognized 
human rights by encouraging countries, en-
tities, and communities in the territory of 
the former Yugoslavia to cooperate fully 
with the International Criminal Tribunal for 
the Former Yugoslavia—

(1) by apprehending publicly indicted war 
criminals and transferring custody of those 
individuals to the Tribunal to stand trial; 
and 

(2) by assisting the Tribunal in the inves-
tigation and prosecution of crimes subject to 
its jurisdiction. 

(b) SANCTIONED COUNTRY, ENTITY, OR COM-
MUNITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A sanctioned country, en-
tity, or community described in this section 
is one in which there is present a publicly in-
dicted war criminal or in which the Tribunal 
has been hindered in efforts to investigate 
crimes subject to its jurisdiction. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—Subject to subsection 
(f), subsections (c) and (d) shall not apply to 
the provision of assistance to an entity that 
is not a sanctioned entity within a sanc-
tioned country, or to a community that is 
not a sanctioned community within a sanc-
tioned country or sanctioned entity, if the 
Secretary of State determines and so reports 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
that providing such assistance would further 
the policy of subsection (a). 

(c) BILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—
(1) PROHIBITION.—None of the funds made 

available by this or any prior Act making 
appropriations for foreign operations, export 
financing and related programs may be pro-
vided for any country, entity, or community 
described in subsection (b). 

(2) NOTIFICATION.—Not less than 15 days be-
fore any assistance described in this sub-
section is disbursed to any country, entity, 
or community described in subsection (b), 
the Secretary of State, in consultation with 
the Administrator of the Agency for Inter-
national Development, shall publish in the 
Federal Register a written justification for 
the proposed assistance, including a descrip-
tion of the location of the proposed assist-
ance program or project by municipality, its 
purpose, and the intended recipient of the as-
sistance, including the names of individuals, 
companies and their boards of directors, and 
shareholders with controlling or substantial 
financial interest in the program or project. 

(d) MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—
(1) PROHIBITION.—The Secretary of the 

Treasury shall instruct the United States ex-
ecutive directors of the international finan-
cial institutions to work in opposition to, 
and vote against, any extension by such in-
stitutions of any financial or technical as-
sistance or grants of any kind to any coun-
try or entity described in subsection (b). 

(2) NOTIFICATION.—Not less than 15 days be-
fore any vote in an international financial 
institution regarding the extension of finan-
cial or technical assistance or grants to any 
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country or community described in sub-
section (b), the Secretary of the Treasury, in 
consultation with the Secretary of State, 
shall provide to the appropriate Congres-
sional committees a written justification for 
the proposed assistance, including an expla-
nation of the United States position regard-
ing any such vote, as well as a description of 
the location of the proposed assistance by 
municipality, its purpose, and its intended 
beneficiaries, including the names of individ-
uals with a controlling or substantial finan-
cial interest in the project. 

(e) EXCEPTIONS.—Subject to subsection (f), 
subsections (c) and (d) shall not apply to the 
provision of—

(1) humanitarian assistance; 
(2) assistance to nongovernmental organi-

zations that promote democracy and respect 
for human rights; and 

(3) assistance for cross border physical in-
frastructure projects involving activities in 
both a sanctioned country, entity, or com-
munity and a nonsanctioned contiguous 
country, entity, or community, if the project 
is primarily located in and primarily bene-
fits the nonsanctioned country, entity, or 
community and if the portion of the project 
located in the sanctioned country, entity, or 
community is necessary only to complete 
the project. 

(f) FURTHER LIMITATIONS.—
(1) PROHIBITION ON DIRECT ASSISTANCE TO 

PUBLICLY INDICTED WAR CRIMINALS AND OTHER 
PERSONS.—Notwithstanding subsection (e) or 
subsection (g), no assistance may be made 
available by this Act, or any prior Act mak-
ing appropriations for foreign operations, ex-
port financing and related programs, in any 
country, entity, or community described in 
subsection (b), for any financial or technical 
assistance, grant, or loan that would directly 
benefit a publicly indicted war criminal, any 
person who aids or abets a publicly indicted 
war criminal to evade apprehension, or any 
person who otherwise obstructs the work of 
the Tribunal. 

(2) CERTIFICATION.—At the end of each fis-
cal year, the President shall certify to the 
appropriate congressional committees that 
no assistance described in paragraph (1) di-
rectly benefited any person described in that 
paragraph during the preceding 12-month pe-
riod. 

(g) WAIVER.—The Secretary of State may 
waive the application of subsection (c) with 
respect to specified United States projects, 
or subsection (d) with respect to specified 
international financial institution programs 
or projects, in a sanctioned country or entity 
upon providing a written determination to 
the appropriate congressional committees 
that the government of the country or entity 
is doing everything within its power and au-
thority to apprehend or aid in the apprehen-
sion of publicly indicted war criminals and is 
fully cooperating in the investigation and 
prosecution of war crimes. 

(h) CURRENT RECORD OF WAR CRIMINALS 
AND SANCTIONED COUNTRIES, ENTITIES, AND 
COMMUNITIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State, 
acting through the Ambassador at Large for 
War Crimes Issues, and after consultation 
with the Director of Central Intelligence and 
the Secretary of Defense, shall establish and 
maintain a current record of the location, in-
cluding the community, if known, of publicly 
indicted war criminals and of sanctioned 
countries, entities, and communities. 

(2) REPORT.—Beginning 30 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, and not later 
than September 1 each year thereafter, the 
Secretary of State shall submit a report in 

classified and unclassified form to the appro-
priate congressional committees on the loca-
tion, including the community, if known, of 
publicly indicted war criminals and the iden-
tity of countries, entities, and communities 
that are failing to cooperate fully with the 
Tribunal. 

(3) INFORMATION TO CONGRESS.—Upon the 
request of the chairman or ranking minority 
member of any of the appropriate congres-
sional committees, the Secretary of State 
shall make available to that committee the 
information recorded under paragraph (1) in 
a report submitted to the committee in clas-
sified and unclassified form. 

(j) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means the Committee on Ap-
propriations and the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate and the Committee 
on Appropriations and the Committee on 
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

(2) CANTON.—The term ‘‘canton’’ means the 
administrative units in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

(3) COMMUNITY.—The term ‘‘community’’ 
means any canton, district, opstina, city, 
town, or village. 

(4) COUNTRY.—The term ‘‘country’’ means 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, the Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia-Montenegro), 
the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, 
and Slovenia. 

(5) DAYTON AGREEMENT.—The term ‘‘Day-
ton Agreement’’ means the General Frame-
work Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, together with annexes relating 
thereto, done at Dayton, November 10 
through 16, 1995. 

(6) ENTITY.—The term ‘‘entity’’ refers to 
the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
the Republika Srpska, Brcko in Bosnia, Ser-
bia, Montenegro, and Kosovo. 

(7) INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.—
The term ‘‘international financial institu-
tion’’ includes the International Monetary 
Fund, the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development, the Inter-
national Development Association, the 
International Finance Corporation, the Mul-
tilateral Investment Guaranty Agency, and 
the European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development. 

(8) PUBLICLY INDICTED WAR CRIMINALS.—The 
term ‘‘publicly indicted war criminals’’ 
means persons indicted by the Tribunal for 
crimes subject to the jurisdiction of the Tri-
bunal. 

(9) TRIBUNAL OR INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL 
TRIBUNAL FOR THE FORMER YUGOSLAVIA.—The 
term ‘‘Tribunal’’ or the term ‘‘International 
Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugo-
slavia’’ means the International Tribunal for 
the prosecution of persons responsible for se-
rious violations of international humani-
tarian law committed in the Territory of the 
Former Yugoslavia since 1991, as established 
by United Nations Security Council Resolu-
tion 827 of May 25, 1993. 

BROWNBACK AMENDMENT NO. 1147
(Ordered to lie on the table). 
Mr. BROWNBACK submitted an 

amendment to be proposed by him to 
the bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC. ll. INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSIST-

ANCE FOR OPPOSITION-CON-
TROLLED AREAS OF SUDAN. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, of the funds made available under chap-

ter 9 of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (relating to international disaster as-
sistance) for fiscal year 2000, up to $4,000,000 
should be made available for rehabilitation 
and economic recovery in opposition-con-
trolled areas of Sudan. Such funds are to be 
used to improve civil society, primary edu-
cation, agriculture, and other locally-deter-
mined priorities. Such funds are to be admin-
istered by the United States Agency for 
International Development, in consultation 
with the Department of Agriculture. 
SEC. ll. DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FOR OP-

POSITION-CONTROLLED AREAS OF 
SUDAN. 

(a) INCREASE IN DEVELOPMENT ASSIST-
ANCE.—The President, acting through the 
United States Agency for International De-
velopment, should increase the amount of 
development assistance for capacity build-
ing, democracy promotion, civil administra-
tion, judiciary, and infrastructure support in 
opposition-controlled areas of Sudan. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than May 1, 2000, 
the President shall submit a report to the 
Congress on progress made in carrying out 
subsection (a). 

GRASSLEY AMENDMENTS NOS. 
1148–1149

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. GRASSLEY submitted two 

amendments intended to be proposed to 
the bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1148
On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 580. (a) The amount appropriated by 

title II under the heading ‘‘DEPARTMENT OF 
STATE’’ under the subheading ‘‘INTER-
NATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL AND LAW EN-
FORCEMENT’’ is hereby increased by 
$61,000,000. 

(b)(1) The amount appropriated by title II 
under the heading ‘‘FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO 
THE PRESIDENT’’ under the subheading 
‘‘AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
ASSISTANCE’’ that is specified as available for 
agriculture and rural development programs 
including international agriculture research 
programs is hereby reduced by $5,000,000. 

(2) The amount appropriated by title II 
under the heading ‘‘FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO 
THE PRESIDENT’’ under the subheading ‘‘CY-
PRUS’’ is hereby reduced by $3,000,000. 

(3) The amount appropriated by title II 
under the heading ‘‘FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO 
THE PRESIDENT’’ under the subheading ‘‘INDO-
NESIA’’ is hereby reduced by $10,000,000. 

(4) The amount appropriated by title II 
under the heading ‘‘FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO 
THE PRESIDENT’’ under the subheading 
‘‘INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE’’ is 
hereby reduced by $5,000,000. 

(5) The amount appropriated by title II 
under the heading ‘‘OTHER BILATERAL ECO-
NOMIC ASSISTANCE’’ under the subheading 
‘‘ASSISTANCE FOR THE NEW INDEPENDENT 
STATES OF THE FORMER SOVIET UNION’’ is here-
by reduced by $30,000,000. 

(6) The amount appropriated by title II 
under the heading ‘‘DEPARTMENT OF THE 
TREASURY’’ under the subheading ‘‘DEBT RE-
STRUCTURING’’ is hereby reduced by $3,000,000. 

(7) The amount appropriated by title III 
under the heading ‘‘FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO 
THE PRESIDENT’’ under the subheading ‘‘FOR-
EIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM’’ is hereby 
reduced by $5,000,000. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1149
On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 

the following: 
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TITLE VI—DRUG CERTIFICATION 

PROCEDURES 
SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Most Fa-
vored Rogue States Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 602. MODIFICATION OF DEFINITION OF 

‘‘MAJOR DRUG-TRANSIT COUNTRY’’. 
Section 481(e)(5) of the Foreign Assistance 

Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291(e)(5)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘significantly affecting the 
United States’’. 
SEC. 603. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN COUNTRIES 

AS MAJOR DRUG-TRANSIT COUN-
TRIES FOR PURPOSES OF CERTIFI-
CATIONS. 

(a) TREATMENT.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law and except as provided 
under section 604(a), the countries specified 
in subsection (b) shall be treated as major 
drug-transit countries for purposes of section 
490 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 
U.S.C. 2291j) for fiscal years after fiscal year 
1999. 

(b) COVERED COUNTRIES.—The countries 
specified in this subsection are the following: 

(1) Iran. 
(2) Syria. 
(3) North Korea. 
(4) Cuba. 

SEC. 604. LIMITATION ON REMOVAL OF COUN-
TRIES FROM LIST OF MAJOR DRUG-
TRANSIT AND MAJOR ILLICIT DRUG 
PRODUCING COUNTRIES. 

(a) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, in notifying Congress 
of the countries determined to be major 
drug-transit or major illicit drug producing 
countries for purposes of section 490(h) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (2291j(h)) in 
any year after 1999, the President may not 
exclude from among such countries any 
country that was determined to be such a 
country for purposes of that section in 1998, 
or any country specified in section 603(b) 
that was not otherwise so determined, unless 
30 days before making the notification that 
so excludes such country the President sub-
mits to the Members of Congress specified in 
subsection (b) a written notice of an intent 
to so exclude such country. 

(b) MEMBERS OF CONGRESS.—The Members 
of Congress referred to in this subsection are 
the following: 

(1) The Chairman and Ranking Member of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate. 

(2) The Chairman and Ranking Member of 
the Committee on International Relations of 
the House of Representatives. 
SEC. 605. REPORT ON NATIONAL INTEREST WAIV-

ER FOR PARAGUAY DURING FISCAL 
YEAR 1999 CERTIFICATION PROCESS. 

Not later than 60 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
State shall submit to Congress a report set-
ting forth a justification for the decision to 
submit to Congress a certification under sec-
tion 490(b)(1)(B) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2291j(b)(1)(B)) with re-
spect to Paraguay for fiscal year 1999. 
SEC. 606. REPORT ON DRUG TRAFFICKING AC-

TIVITIES OF KOSOVO LIBERATION 
ARMY. 

Not later than 60 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
State shall submit to Congress a report on 
the drug-trafficking activities of the Kosovo 
Liberation Army (KLA). The report shall be 
submitted in unclassified form, but may in-
clude a classified annex.

HELMS (AND VOINOVICH) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1150

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. HELMS (for 
himself and Mr. VOINOVICH)) proposed 

an amendment to the bill, S. 1234, 
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC. . ASSISTANCE TO PROMOTE DEMOCRACY 

AND CIVIL SOCIETY IN YUGOSLAVIA. 
(a) ASSISTANCE.—
(1) PURPOSE OF ASSISTANCE.—The purpose 

of assistance under this subsection is to pro-
mote and strengthen institutions of demo-
cratic government and the growth of an 
independent civil society in Yugoslavia, in-
cluding ethnic tolerance and respect for 
internationally recognized human rights. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION FOR ASSISTANCE.—The 
President is authorized to furnish assistance 
and other support for individuals and inde-
pendent nongovernmental organizations to 
carry out the purpose of paragraph (1) 
through support for the activities described 
in paragraph (3). 

(3) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—Activities that 
may be supported by assistance under para-
graph (2) include the following: 

(A) Democracy building. 
(B) The development of nongovernmental 

organizations. 
(C) The development of independent media. 
(D) The development of the rule of law, a 

strong, independent judiciary, and trans-
parency in political practices. 

(E) International exchanges and advanced 
professional training programs in skill areas 
central to the development of civil society 
and a market economy. 

(F) The development of all elements of the 
democratic process, including political par-
ties and the ability to administer free and 
fair elections. 

(G) The development of local governance. 
(H) The development of a free-market 

economy. 
(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 

appropriated to the President $100,000,000 for 
the period beginning October 1, 1999, and end-
ing September 30, 2001, to carry out this sub-
section. 

(B) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to subparagraph (A) are 
authorized to remain available until ex-
pended. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO GOVERN-
MENT OF SERBIA.—In carrying out subsection 
(a) the President shall take all necessary 
steps to ensure that no funds or other assist-
ance is provided to the Government of Yugo-
slavia or to the Government of Serbia. 

(c) ASSISTANCE TO GOVERNMENT OF MONTE-
NEGRO—In carrying out subsection (a), the 
President is authorized to provide assistance 
to the Government of Montenegro, if the 
President determines, and so reports to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate, that the Government of Montenegro 
is committed to, and is taking steps to pro-
mote, democratic principles, the rule of law, 
and respect for internationally recognized 
human rights. 

BURNS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1151 

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. BURNS (for 
himself, Mr. DEWINE, and Mr. COVER-
DELL)) proposed an amendment to the 
bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows: 

On page 26, line 15, before the period insert 
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the 
funds made available under this heading, not 
less than $10,000,000 shall be made available 
to continue mycoherbicide counter drug re-
search and development’’. 

ASHCROFT AMENDMENTS NOS. 
1152–1153 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. ASHCROFT submitted two 

amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill, S. 1234, supra; as fol-
lows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1152
On page 128, after line 13, insert the fol-

lowing new section: 
SENSE OF SENATE REGARDING UNITED STATES 

CITIZENS KILLED IN TERRORIST ATTACKS 
SEC. 580. (a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes 

the following findings: 
(1) The Palestinian Authority, in formal 

commitments made under the Oslo peace 
process, repeatedly has pledged to wage a re-
lentless campaign against terrorism. 

(2) At least 12 United States citizens have 
been killed in terrorist attacks in Israel 
since the Oslo process began in 1993, and full 
cooperation from the Palestinian Authority 
regarding these cases has not been forth-
coming. 

(3) At least 280 Israeli citizens have died in 
terrorist attacks since the Oslo process 
began, a greater loss of life than in the 15 
years prior to 1993. 

(4) The Palestinian Authority has released 
terrorist suspects repeatedly, and suspects 
implicated in the murder of United States 
citizens have found shelter in the Pales-
tinian Authority, even serving in the Pales-
tinian police force. 

(5) The Palestinian Authority uses official 
institutions such as the Palestinian Broad-
casting Corporation to train Palestinian 
children to hate the Jewish people. 

(6) Terrorist violence likely will undermine 
a genuine peace settlement and jeopardize 
the security of Israel and United States citi-
zens in that country as long as incitement 
against the Jewish people and the State of 
Israel continues. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that—

(1) it is the solemn duty of the United 
States and every Administration to bring to 
justice those suspected of murdering United 
States citizens in acts of terrorism; 

(2) the Palestinian Authority has not 
taken adequate steps to undermine and 
eradicate terrorism and has not cooperated 
fully in detaining and prosecuting suspects 
implicated in the murder of United States 
citizens; 

(3) Yasser Arafat and senior Palestinian 
leadership continue to create an environ-
ment conducive to terrorism by releasing 
terrorist suspects and inciting violence 
against Israel and the United States; and 

(4) United States assistance to the Pales-
tinian Authority should be conditioned on 
full cooperation in combating terrorist vio-
lence and full cooperation in investigating 
and prosecuting terrorist suspects involved 
in the murder of United States citizens. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1153
SEC. ll. REPORT ON TERRORIST ACTIVITY IN 

WHICH UNITED STATES CITIZENS 
WERE KILLED AND RELATED MAT-
TERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than six months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
every 6 months thereafter, the Secretary of 
State shall prepare and submit a report, with 
a classified annex as necessary, to the appro-
priate congressional committees regarding 
terrorist attacks in Israel, in territory ad-
ministered by Israel, and in territory admin-
istered by the Palestinian Authority. The re-
port shall contain the following information: 
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(1) A list of formal commitments the Pal-

estinian Authority has made to combat ter-
rorism. 

(2) A list of terrorist attacks, occurring be-
tween September 13, 1993 and the date of the 
report, against United States citizens in 
Israel, in territory administered by Israel, or 
in territory administered by the Palestinian 
Authority, including—

(A) a list of all citizens of the United 
States killed or injured in such attacks; 

(B) the date of each attack and the total 
number of people killed or injured in each 
attack; 

(C) the person or group claiming responsi-
bility for the attack and where such person 
or group has found refuge or support; 

(D) a list of suspects implicated in each at-
tack and the nationality of each suspect, in-
cluding information on -

(i) which suspects are in the custody of the 
Palestinian Authority and which suspects 
are in the custody of Israel; 

(ii) which suspects are still at large in 
areas controlled by the Palestinian Author-
ity or Israel; and 

(iii) the whereabouts (or suspected where-
abouts) of suspects implicated in each at-
tack. 

(3) Of the suspects implicated in the at-
tacks described in paragraph (2) and detained 
by Palestinian or Israeli authorities, infor-
mation on—

(A) the date each suspect was incarcerated; 
(B) whether any suspects have been re-

leased, the date of such release, and whether 
any released suspect was implicated in sub-
sequent acts of terrorism; and 

(C) the status of each case pending against 
a suspect, including information on whether 
the suspect has been indicted, prosecuted, or 
convicted by the Palestinian Authority or 
Israel. 

(4) The policy of the Department of State 
with respect to offering rewards for informa-
tion on terrorist suspects, including any in-
formation on whether a reward has been 
posted for suspects involved in terrorist at-
tacks listed in the report. 

(5) A list of each request by the United 
States for assistance in investigating ter-
rorist attacks listed in the report, a list of 
each request by the United States for the 
transfer of terrorist suspects from the Pales-
tinian Authority and Israel since September 
13, 1993, and the response to each request 
from the Palestinian Authority and Israel. 

(6) A description of efforts made by United 
States officials since September 13, 1993 to 
bring to justice perpetrators of terrorist acts 
against United States citizens as listed in 
the report. 

(7) A list of any terrorist suspects in these 
cases who are members of Palestinian police 
or security forces, the Palestine Liberation 
Organization, or any Palestinian governing 
body. 

(8) A list of all United States citizens 
killed or injured in terrorist attacks in 
Israel or in territory administered by Israel 
between 1950 and September 13, 1993, includ-
ing in each case, where such information is 
available, any stated claim of responsibility 
and the resolution or disposition of each 
case, including information as to the where-
abouts of the perpetrators of the acts. The 
list required by this paragraph shall be sub-
mitted only once with the initial report re-
quired under this section, unless additional 
relevant information on these cases becomes 
available. 

(9) The amount of compensation the United 
States has requested for United States citi-
zens, or their families, injured or killed in 

attacks by terrorists in Israel, in territory 
administered by Israel, or in territory ad-
ministered by the Palestinian Authority 
since September 13, 1993, and, if no com-
pensation has been requested, an explanation 
of why such requests have not been made. 

(b) CONSULTATION WITH OTHER DEPART-
MENTS.—The Secretary of State shall, in pre-
paring the report required by this section, 
consult and coordinate with all other Gov-
ernment officials who have information nec-
essary to complete the report. Nothing con-
tained in this section shall require the dis-
closure, on a classified or unclassified basis, 
of information that would jeopardize sen-
sitive sources and methods or other vital na-
tional security interests or jeopardize ongo-
ing criminal investigations or proceedings. 

(c) INITIAL REPORT.—Except as provided in 
subsection (a)(8), the initial report filed 
under this section shall cover the period be-
tween September 13, 1993 and the date of the 
report. 

(d) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term 
‘‘appropriate congressional committees’’ 
means the Committees on Foreign Relations 
of the Senate and the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

CRAIG AMENDMENT NO. 1154

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. CRAIG submitted an amendment 

intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following new section: 

REDUCTION OF AMOUNT FOR PAYMENT OF 
ARREARS TO MULTILATERAL INSTITUTIONS 

SEC. 580. The total amount appropriated 
under this Act for payment of amounts owed 
in arrears by the United States to 
miltilateral international institutions is re-
duced by the total amount paid by the 
United States for the costs incurred by the 
United States during fiscal years 1995 
through 1999 for peacekeeping operations in 
Bosnia, Kosovo, and elsewhere in the 
Balkins. 

BIDEN AMENDMENTS NOS. 1155–1156

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BIDEN submitted two amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1155

On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following: 
SEC. ll. ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FOR THE IRAQ 

FOUNDATION. 

Of the funds made available by this Act for 
activities of Iraqi opposition groups des-
ignated under the Iraqi Liberation Act (Pub-
lic Law 105–338), not less than $250,000 shall 
be made available for the Iraq Foundation. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1156

On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following: 
SEC. ll. AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR THE 

IRAQ FOUNDATION. 
Of the funds made available by this Act for 

activities of Iraqi opposition groups des-
ignated under the Iraqi Liberation Act (Pub-
lic Law 105–338), funds shall also be available 
for the Iraq Foundation.

DODD (AND LEAHY) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1157

Mr. DODD (for himself and Mr. 
LEAHY) proposed an amendment to the 
bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill at the 
following new section: 
SEC. . TERMINATION OF PROHIBITIONS AND RE-

STRICTIONS ON TRAVEL TO CUBA. 
(a) TRAVEL TO CUBA.—
(1) FREEDOM OF TRAVEL FOR UNITED STATES 

CITIZENS AND LEGAL RESIDENTS.—Subject to 
subsection (b), the President shall not regu-
late or prohibit, directly or indirectly, travel 
to or from Cuba by United States citizens or 
legal residents, or any of the transactions in-
cident to such travel that are set forth in 
paragraph (2). 

(2) TRANSACTIONS INCIDENT TO TRAVEL.—
The transactions referred paragraph (1) are—

(A) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
travel to or from Cuba, including the impor-
tation into Cuba or the United States of ac-
companied baggage for personal use only; 

(B) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
travel or maintenance within Cuba, includ-
ing the payment of living expenses and the 
acquisition of goods or services for personal 
use; 

(C) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
the arrangement, promotion, or facilitation 
of travel to, from, or within Cuba; 

(D) any transaction incident to non-sched-
uled air, sea, or land voyages, except that 
this subparagraph does not authorize the 
carriage of articles into Cuba or the United 
States except accompanied baggage; and 

(E) any normal banking transaction inci-
dent to any activity described in any of the 
preceding subparagraphs, including the 
issuance, clearing, processing, or payment of 
checks, drafts, travelers checks, credit or 
debit card instruments, or similar instru-
ments; except that this paragraph does not 
authorize the importation into the United 
States of any goods for personal consump-
tion acquired in Cuba. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The restrictions on au-
thority contained in subsection (a)(1) do not 
apply in a case in which—

(1) the United States is at war with Cuba; 
or 

(2) armed hostilities between the two coun-
tries are in progress. 

(c) APPLICABILITY.—This section applies to 
actions taken by the President before the 
date of the enactment of this Act which are 
in effect on such date, and to actions taken 
on or after such date. 

(d) SUPERSEDES OTHER PROVISIONS.—This 
section supersedes any other provision of 
law, including section 102(h) of the Cuban 
Liberty and Democratic Solidarity 
(LIBERTAD) Act of 1996. 

DODD AMENDMENT NO. 1158

Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. DODD) proposed 
an amendment to the bill, S. 1234, 
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill at the 
following new section: 
SEC. . FOREIGN MILITARY TRAINING REPORT. 

(a) The Secretary of Defense and the Sec-
retary of State shall jointly provide to the 
Congress by January 31, 2000 a report on all 
military training provided to foreign mili-
tary personnel (excluding sales) adminis-
tered by the Department of Defense and the 
Department of State during fiscal years 1999 
and 2000, including those proposed for fiscal 
year 2000. This report shall include, for each 
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such military training activity, the foreign 
policy justification and purpose for the 
training activity, the cost of the training ac-
tivity, the number of foreign students 
trained and their units of operation, and the 
location of the training. In addition, this re-
port shall also include, with respect to 
United States personnel, the operational 
benefits to United States forces derived from 
each such training activity and the United 
States military units involved in each such 
training activity. This report may include a 
classified annex if deemed necessary and ap-
propriate. 

(b) For purposes of this section a report to 
Congress shall be deemed to mean a report to 
the Appropriations and Foreign Relations 
Committees of the Senate and the Appro-
priations and International Relations Com-
mittees of the House of Representatives. 

LANDRIEU (AND HELMS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1159

Mr. LEAHY (for Ms. LANDRIEU (for 
herself and Mr. HELMS)) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1234, supra; 
as follows:

On page 21, line 22, before the period insert 
the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That of the 
amount appropriated under this heading, not 
to exceed $2,000,000 shall be available for 
grants to nongovernmental organizations 
that work with orphans who are 
transitioning out of institutions to teach life 
skills and job skills’’. 

BYRD AMENDMENT NO. 1160

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BYRD submitted an amendment 

intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING RE-

DRESSING UNFAIRNESS IN THE DIS-
BURSEMENT OF ASSISTANCE UNDER 
THE CAMP DAVID ACCORDS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Egypt and Israel together negotiated 
the Camp David Accords, an historic break-
through in beginning the process of bringing 
peace to the Middle East. 

(2) As part of the Camp David Accords, a 
concept was reached regarding the ratio of 
United States foreign assistance between 
Egypt and Israel, a formula which has been 
followed since the signing of the Accords. 

(3) The United States is proportionally re-
ducing both military and economic assist-
ance to Egypt and Israel, with the agreement 
of those nations. 

(4) The United States is committed to 
maintaining parity between Egypt and Israel 
in United States foreign assistance programs 
within the context of the overall reduction 
in assistance. 

(5) Egypt has consistently fulfilled an his-
toric role of peacemaker in the context of 
the Arab-Israeli disputes. 

(6) The recent elections in Israel offer fresh 
hope of resolving the remaining issues of dis-
pute in the region. 

(7) The mechanism by which United States 
foreign assistance has been provided to 
Egypt and Israel has resulted in an imbal-
ance in that program in that Israel has the 
unique advantage of having immediate ac-
cess to an interest bearing account while 
Egypt has not been accorded the same treat-
ment, a procedure which can be interpreted 

as a departure from the standard of fairness 
that is central to United States assistance 
under the Camp David Accords; 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the United States should 
correct the imbalance caused by the dif-
ference in treatment of disbursements of 
United States foreign assistance to Israel 
and Egypt by providing Egypt access to an 
interest bearing account as a part of the 
United States foreign assistance program 
pursuant to the principles of fairness and 
parity which underlie the Camp David Ac-
cords.

LEAHY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1161

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. FEIN-

GOLD, Mr. REED, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mr. HARKIN, and Mrs. BOXER) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by them to the bill S. 1234, 
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add 
the following new section: 

SELF-DETERMINATION IN EAST TIMOR 
SEC. . (a) The President, Secretary of 

State, Secretary of Defense, and the Sec-
retary of the Treasury (acting through 
United States executive directors to inter-
national financial institutions) should im-
mediately intensify their efforts to prevail 
upon the Indonesian Government and mili-
tary to—

(1) disarm and disband anti-independence 
militias in East Timor; 

(2) grant full access to East Timor by 
international human rights monitors, hu-
manitarian organizations, and the press; 

(3) allow Timorese who have been living in 
exile to return to East Timor to campaign 
for and participate in the ballot; and 

(4) release all political prisoners. 
(b) The President shall submit a report to 

Congress not later than 15 days after passage 
of this Act, containing a description of the 
Administration’s efforts and his assessment 
of efforts made by the Indonesian Govern-
ment and military to fulfill the steps de-
scribed in paragraph (a). 

(c) The Secretary of the Treasury shall di-
rect the United States executive directors to 
international financial institutions to take 
into account the extent of efforts made by 
the Indonesian Government and military to 
fulfill the steps described in paragraph (a), in 
determining their vote on any loan or finan-
cial assistance to Indonesia. 

BOXER (AND LEAHY) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1162

Mr. LEAHY (for Mrs. BOXER (for her-
self and Mr. LEAHY)) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1234, supra; 
as follows:

At the end, add the following: 
SEC. 5 . (a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds 

that—
(1) Since the development of antibiotics in 

the 1950s, tuberculosis has been largely con-
trolled in the United States and the Western 
World. 

(2) Due to societal factors, including grow-
ing urban decay, inadequate health care sys-
tems, persistent poverty, overcrowding, and 
malnutrition, as well as medical factors, in-
cluding the HIV/AIDS epidemic and the 
emergence of multi-drug resistant strains of 

tuberculosis, tuberculosis has again become 
a leading and growing cause of adult deaths 
in the developing world. 

(3) According to the World Health Organi-
zation 

(A) in 1998, about 1,860,000 people worldwide 
died of tuberculosis-related illnesses; 

(B) one-third of the world’s total popu-
lation is infected with tuberculosis; and 

(C) tuberculosis is the world’s leading kill-
er of women between 15 and 44 years old and 
is a leading cause of children becoming or-
phans. 

(4) Because of the ease of transmission of 
tuberculosis, its international persistence 
and growth pose a direct public health threat 
to those nations that had previously largely 
controlled the disease. This is complicated in 
the United States by the growth of the 
homeless population, the rate of incarcer-
ation, international travel, immigration, and 
HIV/AIDS. 

(5) With nearly 40 percent of the tuber-
culosis cases in the United States attrib-
utable to foreign-born persons, tuberculosis 
will never be eliminated in the United States 
until it is controlled abroad. 

(6) The means exist to control tuberculosis 
through screening, diagnosis, treatment, pa-
tient compliance, monitoring, and ongoing 
review of outcomes. 

(7) Efforts to control tuberculosis are com-
plicated by several barriers, including—

(A) the labor intensive and lengthy process 
involved in screening, detecting, and treat-
ing the disease; 

(B) a lack of funding, trained personnel, 
and medicine in virtually every nation with 
a high rate of the disease; and 

(C) the unique circumstances in each coun-
try, which requires the development and im-
plementation of country-specific programs. 

(8) Eliminating the barriers to the inter-
national control of tuberculosis through a 
well-structured, comprehensive, and coordi-
nated worldwide effort would be a significant 
step in dealing with the increasing public 
health problem posed by the disease. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that if the total allocation for 
this Act is higher than the level passed by 
the Senate, a top priority for the additional 
funds should be to increase the funding to 
combat infectious diseases, especially tuber-
culosis. 

CLELAND AMENDMENT NO. 1163

Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. CLELAND) pro-
posed as amendment to the bill, S. 1234, 
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING AN 

INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON 
THE BALKANS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) The United States and its allies in the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 
conducted large-scale military operations 
against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. 

(2) At the conclusion of 78 days of these 
hostilities, the United States and its NATO 
allies suspended military operations against 
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia based 
upon credible assurances by the latter that 
it would fulfill the following conditions as 
laid down by the so called Group of Eight (G–
8): 

(A) An immediate and verifiable end of vio-
lence and repression in Kosovo. 

(B) Staged withdrawal of all Yugoslav 
military, police, and paramilitary forces 
from Kosovo. 
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(C) Deployment in Kosovo of effective 

international and security presences, en-
dorsed and adopted by the United Nations 
Security Council, and capable of guaran-
teeing the achievement of the agreed objec-
tives. 

(D) Establishment of an interim adminis-
tration for Kosovo, to be decided by the 
United Nations Security Council which will 
seek to ensure conditions for a peaceful and 
normal life for all inhabitants in Kosovo. 

(E) Provision for the safe and free return of 
all refugees and displaced persons from 
Kosovo and an unimpeded access to Kosovo 
by humanitarian aid organizations. 

(3) These objectives appear to have been 
fulfilled, or to be in the process of being ful-
filled, which has led the United States and 
its NATO allies to terminate military oper-
ations against the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia. 

(4) The G–8 also called for a comprehensive 
approach to the economic development and 
stabilization of the crisis region, and the Eu-
ropean Union has announced plans for 
$1,500,000,000 over the next 3 years for the re-
construction of Kosovo, for the convening in 
July of an international donors’ conference 
for Kosovo aid, and for subsequent provision 
of reconstruction aid to the other countries 
in the region affected by the recent hos-
tilities followed by reconstruction aid di-
rected at the Balkans region as a whole. 

(5) The United States and some of its 
NATO allies oppose the provision of any aid, 
other than limited humanitarian assistance, 
to Serbia until Yugoslav President Slobodan 
Milosevic is out of office. 

(6) The policy of providing reconstruction 
aid to Kosovo and other countries in the re-
gion affected by the recent hostilities while 
withholding such aid for Serbia presents a 
number of practical problems, including the 
absence in Kosovo of financial and other in-
stitutions independent of Yugoslavia, the 
difficulty in drawing clear and enforceable 
distinctions between humanitarian and re-
construction assistance, and the difficulty in 
reconstructing Montenegro in the absence of 
similar efforts in Serbia. 

(7) In any case, the achievement of effec-
tive and durable economic reconstruction 
and revitalization in the countries of the 
Balkans is unlikely until a political settle-
ment is reached as to the final status of 
Kosovo and Yugoslavia. 

(8) The G–8 proposed a political process to-
wards the establishment of an interim polit-
ical framework agreement for a substantial 
self-government for Kosovo, taking into full 
account the final Interim Agreement for 
Peace and Self-Government in Kosovo, also 
known as the Rambouillet Accords, and the 
principles of sovereignty and territorial in-
tegrity of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
and the other countries of the region, and 
the demilitarization of the UCK (Kosovo Lib-
eration Army). 

(9) The G–8 proposal contains no guidance 
as to a final political settlement for Kosovo 
and Yugoslavia, while the original position 
of the United States and the other partici-
pants in the so-called Contact Group on this 
matter, as reflected in the Rambouillet Ac-
cords, called for the convening of an inter-
national conference, after 3 years, to deter-
mine a mechanism for a final settlement of 
Kosovo status based on the will of the peo-
ple, opinions of relevant authorities, each 
Party’s efforts regarding the implementa-
tion of the agreement and the provisions of 
the Helsinki Final Act. 

(10) The current position of the United 
States and its NATO allies as to the final 

status of Kosovo and Yugoslavia calls for an 
autonomous, multiethnic, democratic 
Kosovo which would remain as part of Ser-
bia, and such an outcome is not supported by 
any of the Parties directly involved, includ-
ing the governments of Yugoslavia and Ser-
bia, representatives of the Kosovar Alba-
nians, and the people of Yugoslavia, Serbia 
and Kosovo. 

(11) There has been no final political set-
tlement in Bosnia-Herzegovina, where the 
Armed Forces of the United States, its 
NATO allies, and other non-Balkan nations 
have been enforcing an uneasy peace since 
1996, at a cost to the United States alone of 
over $10,000,000,000, with no clear end in sight 
to such enforcement. 

(12) The trend throughout the Balkans 
since 1990 has been in the direction of eth-
nically based particularism, as exemplified 
by the 1991 declarations of independence 
from Yugoslavia by Slovenia and Croatia, 
and the country in the Balkans which cur-
rently comes the closest to the goal of a 
democratic government which respects the 
human rights of its citizens is the nation of 
Slovenia, which was the first portion of the 
former Federal Republic of Yugoslavia to se-
cede and is also the nation in the region with 
the greatest ethnic homogeneity, with a pop-
ulation which is 91 percent Slovene. 

(13) The boundaries of the various national 
and sub-national divisions in the Balkans 
have been altered repeatedly throughout his-
tory, and international conferences have fre-
quently played the decisive role in fixing 
such boundaries in the modern era, including 
the Berlin Congress of 1878, the London Con-
ference of 1913, and the Paris Peace Con-
ference of 1919. 

(14) The development of an effective exit 
strategy for the withdrawal from the Bal-
kans of foreign military forces, including the 
armed forces of the United States, its NATO 
allies, Russia, and any other nation from 
outside the Balkans which has such forces in 
the Balkans is in the best interests of all 
such nations. 

(15) The ultimate withdrawal of foreign 
military forces, accompanied by the estab-
lishment of durable and peaceful relations 
among all of the nations and peoples of the 
Balkans is in the best interests of those na-
tions and peoples. 

(16) An effective exit strategy for the with-
drawal from the Balkans of foreign military 
forces is contingent upon the achievement of 
a lasting political settlement for the region, 
and that only such a settlement, acceptable 
to all parties involved, can ensure the funda-
mental goals of the United States of peace, 
stability, and human rights in the Balkans; 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that—

(1) the United States should call imme-
diately for the convening of an international 
conference on the Balkans, under the aus-
pices of the United Nations, and based upon 
the principles of the Rambouillet Accords for 
a final settlement of Kosovo status, namely 
that such a settlement should be based on 
the will of the people, opinions of relevant 
authorities, each Party’s efforts regarding 
the implementation of the agreement and 
the provisions of the Helsinki Final Act; 

(2) the international conference on the Bal-
kans should also be empowered to seek a 
final settlement for Bosnia-Herzegovina 
based on the same principles as specified for 
Kosovo in the Rambouillet Accords; and 

(3) in order to produce a lasting political 
settlement in the Balkans acceptable to all 
parties, which can lead to the departure from 
the Balkans in timely fashion of all foreign 

military forces, including those of the 
United States, the international conference 
should have the authority to consider any 
and all of the following: political boundaries; 
humanitarian and reconstruction assistance 
for all nations in the Balkans; stationing of 
United Nations peacekeeping forces along 
international boundaries; security arrange-
ments and guarantees for all of the nations 
of the Balkans; and tangible, enforceable and 
verifiable human rights guarantees for the 
individuals and peoples of the Balkans. 

CLELAND AMENDMENT NO. 1164

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. CLELAND submittted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add 
the following: 
SEC. ll. PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL AND RE-

PORTING OF CERTAIN MILITARY OP-
ERATIONS. 

(a) The President may not authorize the 
deployment of forces of the Armed Forces of 
the United States into hostilities or into sit-
uations where imminent involvement in hos-
tilities is clearly indicated by the cir-
cumstances, or into a contingency operation 
as defined under section 101(a) of title 10, 
United States Code, and may not authorize 
or commit to such a deployment to any mul-
tilateral organization, unless and until the 
President makes a finding under subsection 
(b) and reports such finding to Congress 
under subsection (c). 

(b) The Presidential finding required by 
subsection (a) shall—

(1) specify the vital national interests at 
stake which require the deployment of forces 
of the Armed Forces of the United States, 
the likely consequences of such a deploy-
ment on those and any other relevant vital 
national interests, and the adverse con-
sequences to those interests likely to occur 
in the absence of such deployment; 

(2) specify why diplomatic and other means 
are unable to secure those interests; 

(3) identify concrete policy objectives 
which are to be achieved by such deploy-
ment, the specific military missions which 
are designed to achieve each policy objec-
tive, and the anticipated date, or the set of 
conditions, that defines the endpoint of the 
deployment; and 

(4) specify the authorities for the deploy-
ment under constitutional and international 
law. 

(c) The President shall ensure that any 
finding approved pursuant to subsection (b) 
shall be reported to the Senate and House 
Committees on Armed Services, the Senate 
Committee on Foreign Relations and the 
House Committee on International Relations 
as soon as possible after such approval and 
before the initiation of the deployment au-
thorized by the finding. 

(d) In the case of a national emergency 
caused by an attack on the United States, its 
territories or possessions, or Armed Forces, 
the finding required by subsection (b) and 
the reporting required by subsection (c) shall 
not be required prior to the initiation of the 
deployment of the Armed Forces of the 
United States, but such finding and report-
ing shall take place as soon as possible after 
such deployment. 

(e) No funds appropriated for, or otherwise 
available to, any department, agency, or en-
tity of the United States Government under 
this or any other Act may be expended, or 
may be directed to be expended, for any de-
ployment of the Armed Forces of the United 
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States described in this section, unless and 
until a Presidential finding described in sub-
section (b) has been signed and reported in 
accordance with this section. 

BINGAMAN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1165

Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr. 
ROBERTS, Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire, 
Mr. CLELAND Mr. HARKIN, and Mr. WAR-
NER) proposed an amendment to the 
bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING AS-

SISTANCE PROVIDED TO LITHUANIA, 
LATVIA, AND ESTONIA. 

It is the sense of the Senate that nothing 
in this Act, or Senate Report No. 106–81, re-
lating to assistance provided to Lithuania, 
Latvia, and Estonia under the Foreign Mili-
tary Financing Program, should be inter-
preted as expressing the will of the Senate to 
accelerate membership of those nations into 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO).

NICKLES AMENDMENT NO. 1166
(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. NICKLES submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

Strike section 577, and insert in lieu there-
of the following: 
SEC. 557. RESTRICTIONS ON UNITED STATES AS-

SISTANCE FOR THE PALESTINIAN 
AUTHORITY. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means the Committee on Ap-
propriations and the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate and the Committee 
on Appropriations and the Committee on 
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

(2) CONGRESSIONAL LEADERSHIP.—The term 
‘‘congressional leadership’’ means the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
the Majority and Minority Leaders of the 
House of Representatives and the Majority 
and Minority Leaders of the Senate. 

(3) HEBRON PROTOCOL.—The term ‘‘Hebron 
Protocol’’ means the Protocol Concerning 
Redeployment In Hebron, signed January 17, 
1997. 

(4) OSLO II ACCORD.—The term ‘‘Oslo II Ac-
cord’’ means the Israel-Palestinian Interim 
Agreement on the West Bank and the Gaza 
Strip, signed September 28, 1995. 

(5) WYE RIVER MEMORANDUM.—The term 
‘‘Wye River Memorandum’’ means the agree-
ment between Israel and the Palestine Lib-
eration Organization, done at Washington, 
D.C. on October 23, 1998. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—None of the funds ap-
propriated or otherwise made available by 
law (including funds appropriated for fiscal 
year 1999 and prior fiscal years) may be 
available for assistance to the Palestinian 
Authority, or to any third party performing 
work under contract of the Palestinian Au-
thority, in fiscal year 2000 or any fiscal year 
thereafter unless the following requirements 
have been satisfied: 

(1) PRESIDENTIAL CERTIFICATIONS.—The 
President has certified to Congress the fol-
lowing: 

(A) No unilateral declaration of Pales-
tinian statehood has been made. 

(B) The Palestinian Authority has brought 
to justice (or transferred to Israel or the 

United States for legal action) those Pal-
estinians responsible for killing United 
States citizens, as determined by the Presi-
dent, including the following United States 
citizens: 

(i) David Berger, killed at the 1972 Munich 
Olympics. 

(ii) Ambassador Cleo A. Noel, Jr., the 
United States Ambassador to the Sudan, who 
was murdered in March of 1973. 

(iii) George Curtis Moore, who was killed 
with Ambassador Noel. 

(iv) Gail Rubin, the niece of former Sen-
ator Abraham Ribicoff, who was murdered in 
1978. 

(v) Leon Klinghoffer, who was murdered 
aboard the ship Achille Lauro in 1985. 

(vi) Navy diver Robert Stethem, who was 
murdered when TWA flight 847 was hijacked 
to Beirut in June of 1985. 

(vii) Nachshon Wachsman, who was kid-
napped on October 9, 1994 and murdered. 

(viii) Alisa Flatow, who was killed in a bus 
bombing in April of 1995. 

(ix) Joan Davenny, who was killed in a Je-
rusalem bus bombing in August of 1995. 

(x) Sara Duker, Matthew Bisenfeld, and Ira 
Weinstein, who were killed while riding a bus 
in Jerusalem in February of 1996. 

(xi) David Boim, who was murdered by a 
gunman in May of 1996. 

(xii) Yaron Unger, who was killed in a 
drive-by shooting attack in June of 1996. 

(xiii) Leah Stern, who was killed in the 
July 1997 market bombing in Jerusalem. 

(xiv) Yael Botwin, who was killed in the 
September 1997 bombing on Ben Yehuda 
street in Jerusalem. 

(xv) Dov Dribben, who was murdered in 
April of 1998. 

(C) The Palestinian authority is cooper-
ating fully with the United States and Israel 
in their efforts to locate and secure the re-
turn of Zachary Baumel, a United States cit-
izen, and his colleagues, Yehuda Katz and 
Zvi Feldman. 

(D) The Palestinian Authority has agreed 
that, in each case in which the Palestinian 
Authority brought someone to justice for 
killing a United States citizen, the Pales-
tinian Authority has notified the President 
of the person it has brought to justice. 

(E) The Palestinian Authority has cooper-
ated fully with the General Accounting Of-
fice (GAO), including cooperation with GAO 
investigators, to provide a full accounting of 
all funds previously provided by the United 
States to the Palestinian Authority or to 
any third party that was under contract to 
perform work for the Palestinian Authority. 

(F) The size of the Palestinian Authority 
police force is in conformity with obligations 
of the Palestinian Authority as outlined 
under the Oslo II Accord. 

(G) Based on information available to the 
President from the Director of Central Intel-
ligence, the Palestinian Authority is confis-
cating illegal weapons as outlined in the Wye 
River Memorandum and the Oslo II Accord. 

(H) The Palestinian Authority (or any en-
tity controlled by the Palestinian Authority) 
is abiding by its commitments under the 
Wye River Memorandum, the Oslo II Accord, 
and the Hebron Protocol, not to incite vio-
lence. 

(I) The Palestinian Authority has made a 
good faith effort to eliminate from its publi-
cations, textbooks, broadcasts, and other 
public and official information of the Pales-
tinian Authority inflammatory statements, 
drawings, or pictures that could be used to 
incite violence. 

(2) AMENDED PALESTINIAN CHARTER.—The 
Palestinian Authority has transmitted a cer-

tified and signed copy of the amended Pales-
tinian Charter to the President, and the 
President has further transmitted that docu-
ment to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees and congressional leadership. 

(3) GAO CERTIFICATION.—Not more than 30 
days prior to the obligation or expenditure of 
funds, the Comptroller General of the United 
States has certified that the Palestinian Au-
thority—

(A) has adopted and implemented generally 
accepted accounting principles or an equiva-
lent accounting system for tracking and doc-
umenting all financial transactions and af-
fairs of the Palestinian Authority; 

(B) has adopted and implemented a set of 
guidelines that ensures transparency in all 
financial activities of the Palestinian Au-
thority; and 

(C) has cooperated fully with the Comp-
troller General in the certification process 
under this paragraph. 

(c) REPORTS.—
(1) STATE DEPARTMENT REPORTS.—Begin-

ning 3 months after the date of enactment of 
this Act, and every 3 months thereafter, the 
Department of State shall prepare and the 
President shall submit to the appropriate 
congressional committees and the congres-
sional leadership a report on the disposition 
of the cases described in subsection (b)(1)(B). 
If an individual is convicted in a case de-
scribed in subsection (b)(1)(B), the President 
shall track that individual until the individ-
ual’s sentence has been fully carried out. 

(2) CIA REPORTS.—The Director of Central 
Intelligence shall submit a report in classi-
fied and unclassified forms to the appro-
priate congressional committees and the 
congressional leadership every 6 months on 
the progress made by the Palestinian Au-
thority with respect to confiscating illegal 
weapons and the quantity and types of ille-
gal weapons remaining to be confiscated. 

(3) GAO REPORTS.—Beginning 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, and annu-
ally thereafter, the Comptroller General of 
the United States shall submit the following 
reports to the congressional committees and 
the congressional leadership: 

(A) A report on the protection of human 
rights by the Palestinian Authority in the 
West Bank and Gaza during the preceding 
year. 

(B) A report on the economic condition of 
the areas under the control of the Pales-
tinian Authority during the preceding year, 
including a description of areas of improve-
ment and shortcomings of the economies of 
these regions and what steps should be taken 
to remedy such shortcomings and foster eco-
nomic growth. 

(d) TERMINATION OF ASSISTANCE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—All United States assist-

ance to the Palestinian Authority shall ter-
minate if, at any time, the Palestinian Au-
thority—

(A) makes a unilateral declaration of Pal-
estinian statehood; or 

(B) does not cooperate with the activities 
of the Comptroller General of the United 
States under paragraph (2). 

(2) GAO AUDITS.—
(A) AUTHORITY.—Beginning 6 months after 

the date of enactment of this Act, and every 
6 months thereafter, the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States shall conduct an 
audit of the Palestinian Authority’s finan-
cial records to ensure that the Palestinian 
Authority is implementing generally accept-
ed accounting principles (or an equivalent 
accounting system) in tracking and docu-
menting the financial transactions and af-
fairs of the Palestinian Authority, and the 
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Palestinian Authority has adequately imple-
mented a set of guidelines that ensures 
transparency in all financial activities of the 
Palestinian Authority. 

(B) TERMINATION OF ASSISTANCE.—If the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
finds that the Palestinian Authority’s finan-
cial records are not being kept in accordance 
with generally accepted accounting prin-
ciples (or an equivalent accounting system), 
or there is a lack of transparency in the Pal-
estinian Authority recordkeeping, then 
United States assistance to the Palestinian 
Authority or any third party performing 
work under contract for the Palestinian Au-
thority shall be terminated until the Comp-
troller General certifies to Congress that the 
Palestinian Authority has complied with the 
actions described in subparagraph (A). 

(3) GAO INITIAL REVIEWS.—Beginning one 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
and annually thereafter, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall conduct a 
review of the following: 

(A) The confiscation of illegal arms by the 
Palestinian Authority. 

(B) The size of the police force of the Pales-
tinian Authority. 

(C) A review of publications, textbooks, 
broadcasts, and other types of public and of-
ficial information of the Palestinian Author-
ity to ensure it is free from inflammatory 
statements, drawings, or pictures that could 
be used to incite violence. 

(4) GAO FOLLOWUP REVIEWS.—If the Comp-
troller General finds that the Palestinian 
Authority is not in compliance with its obli-
gations under the Wye River Memorandum, 
the Oslo II Accord, or the Hebron Protocol, 
the Comptroller General shall conduct a re-
view in the succeeding 6 months. If the 
Comptroller General finds in the second re-
view that the Palestinian Authority is not in 
compliance with its obligations under the 
Wye River Memorandum, the Oslo II Accord, 
or the Hebron Protocol, then all United 
States assistance to the Palestinian Author-
ity or any third party performing work 
under contract for the Palestinian Authority 
shall be terminated until the Comptroller 
General certifies that the Palestinian Au-
thority is in compliance with the Wye River 
Memorandum, the Oslo II Accord, and the 
Hebron Protocol. 

(e) REIMBURSEMENTS.—Funds available to 
the Palestinian Authority shall be used to 
reimburse the applicable appropriations ac-
counts of the Central Intelligence Agency 
and the General Accounting Office for ex-
penses incurred by those agencies as a result 
of investigations, certifications, and reports 
required to be conducted by those agencies 
under this Act.

KERRY AMENDMENT NO. 1167
Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. KERRY) proposed 

an amendment to the bill, S. 1234, 
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

SEC. . (a) The President shall continue 
and expand efforts through the United Na-
tions and other international fora, including 
the Wassenaar Arrangement, to limit arms 
transfers worldwide. The President shall 
take the necessary steps to begin multilat-
eral negotiations within 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, for the 
purpose of establishing a permanent multi-
lateral regime to govern the transfer of con-
ventional arms, particularly transfers to 
countries: 

(1) that engage in persistent violations of 
human rights, engage in acts of armed ag-

gression in violation of international law, 
and do not fully participate in the United 
Nations Register of Conventional Arms; and 

(2) in regions in which arms transfers 
would exacerbate regional arms races or 
international tensions that present a danger 
to international peace and stability. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—(1) Not later 
than 6 months after the commencement of 
the negotiations under subsection (a), and 
not later than the end of every 6-month pe-
riod thereafter until an agreement described 
in subsection (a) is concluded, the President 
shall report to the appropriate committees 
of the Congress on the progress made during 
these negotiations. 

KERRY (AND MCCAIN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1168

Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. KERRY (for him-
self and Mr. MCCAIN)) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1234, supra; 
and follows:

On page 13, strike lines 2 through the colon 
on line 14 and insert in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘None of the funds appropriated by this 
Act may be made available for activities or 
programs for the Central Government of 
Cambodia until the Secretary of State deter-
mines and reports to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and the Committee on Foreign 
Relations that the Government of Cambodia 
has established a tribunal consistent with 
the requirements of international law and 
justice and including the participation of 
international jurists and prosecutors for the 
trial of those who committed genocide or 
crimes against humanity and that the Gov-
ernment of Cambodia is making significant 
progress in establishing an independent and 
accountable judicial system, a professional 
military subordinate to civilian control, and 
a neutral and accountable police force:’’.

KERRY AMENDMENT NO. 1169

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. KERRY submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, S. 1234, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

SEC. . (a) Except as provided in subsection 
(b), United States assistance as defined in 
subsection (c) may be provided to a foreign 
government during the fiscal year beginning 
October 1, 1999, only if the President deter-
mines and reports to Congress that: 

(1) such government is not engaged in per-
sistent violations of human rights, is not en-
gaged in acts of armed aggression in viola-
tion of international law, and is fully par-
ticipating in the United Nations Register of 
Conventional Arms; and 

(2) arms sales will not exacerbate regional 
arms races or international tensions that 
present a danger to international peace and 
stability. 

(b) The limitation in subsection (a) shall 
not apply with respect to a foreign govern-
ment for the fiscal year beginning October 1, 
1999, if—

(1) the President determines that it is in 
the national security interest of the United 
States to provide assistance and submits a 
report to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees containing the justification for such 
determination. No assistance may be pro-
vided until 15 days after the submission of 
such a report; or 

(2) the President determines and reports 
that a national security emergency exists re-

quiring the United States to provide imme-
diate assistance to such government and sub-
mits a report to the appropriate congres-
sional committees containing the justifica-
tion for such determinations. 

(c) For purposes of this section the term 
‘‘assistance’’ means the transfer of defense 
articles, defense service and training pursu-
ant to this Act and the Arms Export Control 
Act, but does not include transfers of such 
assistance to countries that are specifically 
identified in law and approved for such as-
sistance, or assistance provided pursuant to 
the Expanded International Military Edu-
cation and Training program. 

BROWNBACK (AND HELMS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1170

Mr. BROWNBACK (for himself and 
Mr. HELMS) proposed an amendment to 
the bill S. 1234, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC. ll. INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSIST-

ANCE FOR OPPOSITION-CON-
TROLLED AREAS OF SUDAN. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, of the funds made available under chap-
ter 9 of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (relating to international disaster as-
sistance) for fiscal year 2000, up to $4,000,000 
should be made available for rehabilitation 
and economic recovery in opposition-con-
trolled areas of Sudan. Such funds are to be 
used to improve economic governance, pri-
mary education, agriculture, and other lo-
cally-determined priorities. Such funds are 
to be programmed and implemented jointly 
by the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development and the Department 
of Agriculture, and may be utilized for ac-
tivities which can be implemented for a pe-
riod of up to two years. 
SEC. ll. HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE FOR SU-

DANESE INDIGENOUS GROUPS. 
The President, acting through the appro-

priate Federal agencies, is authorized to pro-
vide humanitarian assistance, including 
food, directly to the National Democratic Al-
liance participants and the Sudanese Peo-
ple’s Liberation Movement operating outside 
of the Operation Lifeline Sudan structure. 
SEC. ll. DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE FOR OP-

POSITION-CONTROLLED AREAS OF 
SUDAN. 

(a) INCREASE IN DEVELOPMENT ASSIST-
ANCE.—The President, acting through the 
United States Agency for International De-
velopment, is authorized to increase substan-
tially the amount of development assistance 
for capacity building, democracy promotion, 
civil administration, judiciary, and infra-
structure support in opposition-controlled 
areas of Sudan. 

(b) QUARTERLY REPORT.—The President 
shall submit a report on a quarterly basis to 
the Congress on progress made in carrying 
out subsection (a).

DEWINE (AND COVERDELL) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1171

Mr. MCCONNELL. (for Mr. DEWINE 
(for himself and Mr. COVERDELL)) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1234, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING CO-

LOMBIA. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:23 Oct 04, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00129 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S30JN9.004 S30JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE14934 June 30, 1999
(1) Colombia is a democratic country fight-

ing multiple wars: 
(A) a war against the Colombian Revolu-

tionary Armed Forces (FARC); 
(B) a war against the National Liberation 

Army (ELN); 
(C) a war against paramilitary organiza-

tions; and 
(D) a war against drug lords who traffic in 

deadly cocaine and heroin. 
(3) Colombia is the world’s third most dan-

gerous country in terms of political violence 
with 34 percent of world terrorist acts com-
mitted there. 

(4) Columbia is the world’s kidnaping cap-
ital of the world with 2,609 kidnapings re-
ported in 1998 and 513 reported in the first 
three months of 1999. 

(5) In 1998 alone, 308,000 Colombians were 
internally displaced in Colombia. Over the 
last decade, 35,000 Colombians have been 
killed. 

(6) The FARC and ELN are the two main 
guerilla groups which have waged the long-
est-running anti-government insurgency in 
Latin America. 

(7) The Colombian rebels have a combined 
strength of 10,000 to 20,000 full-time guerillas; 
they have initiated armed action in nearly 
700 of the country’s 1073 municipalities, and 
control or influence roughly 60 percent of 
rural Colombia including a demilitarized 
zone using their armed stranglehold to abuse 
Colombian citizens. 

(8) Although the Colombian Army has 
122,000 soldiers, there are roughly only 20,000 
soldiers available for offensive combat oper-
ations. 

(9) Colombia faces the threat of the armed 
paramilitaries, 5,000 strong, who are con-
stantly driving a wedge in the place process 
by their insistence in participating in the 
peace talks. 

(10) More than 75 percent of the world’s co-
caine HCL and 75 percent of the heroin seized 
in the northeast United States is of Colom-
bian origin. 

(11) The conflicts in Colombia are creating 
spillovers to the border countries of Ven-
ezuela, Panama and Equador: Venezuela has 
sent 30,000 troops to its border and Ecuador 
is sending 10,000 troops to its border. 

(12) Venezuela is our number one supplier 
of oil. 

(13) By the end of 1999, all U.S. military 
troops will have departed from Panama, 
leaving the Panama Canal unprotected. 

(14) In 1998, two-way trade between the 
United States and Colombia was more than 
$11 billion, making the United States Colom-
bia’s number one trading partner and Colom-
bia the fifth largest market for U.S. exports 
in the region. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that—

(1) the United States should recognize the 
crisis in Colombia and play a more pro-ac-
tive role in its resolution; 

(2) the United States should mobilize the 
international community to pro-actively en-
gage in resolving Colombian wars; and 

(3) pledge our political support to help Co-
lombia with the peace process.

REID AMENDMENT NO. 1172 
Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. REID) proposed 

an amendment to the bill, S. 1234, 
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing: 

It is the sense of the Senate that the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of State should—

(1) raise the need for accountability of Sad-
dam Hussein and several key members of his 

regime at the International Criminal Court 
Preparatory Commission, which will meet in 
New York on July 26, 1999, through August 
13, 1999; 

(2) continue to push for the creation of a 
commission under the auspices of the United 
Nations to establish an international record 
of the criminal culpability of Saddam Hus-
sein and other Iraqi officials; 

(3) continue to push for the United Nations 
to form an international criminal tribunal 
for the purpose of indicting, prosecuting, and 
imprisoning Saddam Hussein and any other 
Iraqi officials who may be found responsible 
for crimes against humanity, genocide, and 
other violations of international humani-
tarian law; and 

(4) upon the creation of a commission and 
international criminal tribunal, take steps 
necessary, including the reprogramming of 
funds, to ensure United States support for ef-
forts to bring Saddam Hussein and other 
Iraqi officials to justice.

BIDEN AMENDMENT NO. 1173

Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. BIDEN) proposed 
an amendment to the bill, S. 1234, 
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing section: 
SEC. . EXPANDED THREAT REDUCTION INITIA-

TIVE. 
It is the sense of the Senate that the pro-

grams contained in the Expanded Threat Re-
duction Initiative are vital to the national 
security of the United States and that fund-
ing for those programs should be restored in 
conference to the levels requested in the 
President’s budget. 

LEVIN AMENDMENT NO. 1174

Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. LEVIN) proposed 
an amendment to the bill, S. 1234, 
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING U.S. 

COMMITMENTS UNDER THE U.S.-
NORTH KOREAN AGREED FRAME-
WORK. 

It is the Sense of the Senate that, as long 
as North Korea meets its obligations under 
the U.S.-North Korean nuclear Agreed 
Framework of 1994, the U.S. should meet its 
commitments under the Agreed Framework, 
including required deliveries of heavy fuel 
oil to North Korea and support of the Korean 
Peninsula Energy Development Organization 
(KEDO).

DOMENICI (AND HUTCHISON) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1175

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. DOMENICI 
(for himself and Mrs. HUTCHISON)) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1234, supra; as follows:

On page 17, line 10, before the period insert 
the following: ‘‘That of the amounts appro-
priated under this heading, $1.5 million shall 
be made available to Habitat for Humanity 
International for the purchase of 14 acres of 
land on behalf of Tibetan refugees living in 
northern India, and the construction of a 
multi-unit development.’’

COCHRAN (AND LOTT) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1176

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. COCHRAN 
(for himself and Mr. LOTT) proposed an 

amendment to the bill, S. 1234, supra; 
as follows:

On page 33, line 6, before the colon, insert 
the following: ‘‘, of which no less than 
$1,000,000 shall be available for the Defense 
Institute of International Studies to enhance 
its mission, functioning and performance by 
providing for its fixed costs of operation’’. 

SCHUMER AMENDMENT NO. 1177

Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. SCHUMER) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1234, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert: 
It is the sense of the Senate that: 
The Senate finds that: 
The proposed programs under the Ex-

panded Threat Reduction Initiative (ETRI) 
are critical and essential to preserving US 
national security. 

The Department of State programs under 
the ETRI be funded at or near the full re-
quest of $250 million in the Foreign Oper-
ations Appropriations Bill for Fiscal year 
2000 prior to final passage. 

COVERDELL AMENDMENT NO. 1178

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. COVERDELL submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill, S. 1234, supra; as fol-
lows:

On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following 
SEC. . FUNDING FOR COLOMBIAN NATIONAL PO-

LICE. 
Of the funds made available pursuant to 

this Act, not less than $20 million shall be 
made available to the Colombian National 
Police to combat narcotics trafficking ac-
tivities.

LEAHY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1179

Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. FEIN-
GOLD, Mr. REED, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mr. HARKIN, and Mrs. BOXER) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill S. 1234, 
supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, add 
the following new section: self-determina-
tion in east timor 

SEC. . (a) The President, Secretary of 
State, Secretary of Defense, and the Sec-
retary of the Treasury (acting through 
United States executive directors to inter-
national financial institutions) should im-
mediately intensify their efforts to prevail 
upon the Indonesian Government and mili-
tary to—

(1) disarm and disband anti-independence 
militias in East Timor; 

(2) grant full access to East Timor by 
international human rights monitors, hu-
manitarian organizations, and the press: 

(3) allow Timorese who have been living in 
exile to return to East Timor to campaign 
for and participate in the ballot; and 

(4) release all political prisoners. 
(b) The President shall submit a report to 

Congress not later than 15 days after passage 
of this Act, containing a description of the 
Administration’s efforts and his assessment 
of efforts made by the Indonesian Govern-
ment and military to fulfill the steps de-
scribed in paragraph (a). 

(c) The Secretary of the Treasury shall di-
rect the United States executive directors to 
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international financial institutions to take 
into account the extent of efforts made by 
the Indonesian Government and military to 
fulfill the steps described in paragraph (a), in 
determining their vote on any loan or finan-
cial assistance to Indonesia. 

VOINOVICH AMENDMENT NO. 1180

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. VOINOVICH) 
proposed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1234, supra; as follows:

To Sec. 525—Designation of Serbia as a 
Terrorist State add: 

(C) This section would become null and 
void should the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia (other than Montenegro and Kosova) 
complete a democratic reform process that 
brings about a newly elected government 
that respects the rights of ethnic minorities, 
is committed to the rule of law and respects 
the sovereignty of its neighbor states. 

BIDEN AMENDMENT NO. 1181

(Ordered to lie on the table) 
Mr. LEAHY (for Mr. BIDEN) proposed 

an amendment to the bill, S. 1234, 
supra; as follows:

On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following: 
SEC. . ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FOR THE IRAQ 

FOUNDATION. 
Of the funds made available by this Act for 

activities of Iraqi opposition groups des-
ignated under the Iraqi Liberation Act (Pub-
lic Law 105–338). $250,000 shall be made avail-
able for the Iraq Foundation. 

LEAHY AMENDMENT NO. 1182

Mr. LEAHY proposed an amendment 
to amendment No. 1157 proposed by Mr. 
DODD to the bill, S 1234, supra; as fol-
lows:

Strike everything after ‘‘SEC. ll.’’ and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 
RELAXATION OF RESTRICTIONS ON TRAVEL BY 

AMERICAN CITIZENS TO CUBA. 
(a) TRAVEL TO CUBA.—
(1) FREEDOM OF TRAVEL FOR UNITED STATES 

CITIZENS AND LEGAL RESIDENTS.—Subject to 
subsection (b), the President shall not regu-
late or prohibit, directly or indirectly, travel 
to or from Cuba by United States citizens or 
legal residents, or any of the transactions in-
cident to such travel that are set forth in 
paragraph (2). 

(2) TRANSACTIONS INCIDENT TO TRAVEL.—
The transactions referred to in paragraph (1) 
are—

(A) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
travel to or from Cuba, including the impor-
tation into Cuba or the United States of ac-
companied baggage for personal use only; 

(B) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
travel or maintenance within Cuba, includ-
ing the payment of living expenses and the 
acquisition of goods or services for personal 
use; 

(C) any transaction ordinarily incident to 
the arrangement, promotion, or facilitation 
of travel to, from, or within Cuba; 

(D) any transaction incident to non-
scheduled air, sea, or land voyages, except 
that this subparagraph does not authorize 
the carriage of articles into Cuba or the 
United States except accompanied baggage; 
and 

(E) any normal banking transaction inci-
dent to any activity described in any of the 
preceding subparagraphs, including the 

issuance, clearing, processing, or payment of 
checks, drafts, travelers checks, credit or 
debit card instruments, or similar instru-
ments; 
except that this paragraph does not author-
ize the importation into the United States of 
any goods for personal consumption acquired 
in Cuba. 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The restrictions on au-
thority contained in subsection (a)(1) do not 
apply in a case in which—

(1) the United States is at war with Cuba; 
(2) armed hostilities between the two coun-

tries are in progress; or 
(3) there is imminent danger to the public 

health or the physical safety of United 
States travelers. 

(c) APPLICABILITY.—This section applies to 
actions taken by the President before the 
date of the enactment of this Act which are 
in effect on such date, and to actions taken 
on or after such date. 

(d) SUPERSEDES OTHER PROVISIONS.—This 
section supersedes any other provision of 
law, including section 102(h) of the Cuban 
Liberty and Democratic Solidarity 
(LIBERTAD) Act of 1996.

LOTT AMENDMENT NO. 1183

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. LOTT) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1234, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. . CONSULTATIONS ON ARMS SALES TO TAI-

WAN. 
Consistent with the intent of Congress ex-

pressed in the enactment of section (3)(b) of 
the Taiwan Relations Act, the Secretary of 
State shall consult with the appropriate 
committees and leadership of Congress to de-
vise a mechanism to provide for Congres-
sional input prior to making any determina-
tion on the nature or quantity of defense ar-
ticles and services to be made available to 
Taiwan. 

BYRD AMENDMENT NO. 1184

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. BYRD) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1234, supra; as follows:

On page 128, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING AS-

SISTANCE UNDER THE CAMP DAVID 
ACCORDS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Egypt and Israel together negotiated 
the Camp David Accords, an historic break-
through in beginning the process of bringing 
peace to the Middle East. 

(2) As part of the Camp David Accords, a 
concept was reached regarding the ratio of 
United States foreign assistance between 
Egypt and Israel, a formula which has been 
followed since the signing of the Accords. 

(3) The United States is reducing economic 
assistance to Egypt and Israel, with the 
agreement of those nations. 

(4) The United States is committed to 
maintaining proportionality between Egypt 
and Israel in United States foreign assist-
ance programs. 

(5) Egypt has consistently fulfilled an his-
toric role of peacemaker in the context of 
the Arab-Israeli disputes. 

(6) The recent elections in Israel offer fresh 
hope of resolving the remaining issues of dis-
pute in the region. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the United States should 

provide Egypt access to an interest bearing 
account as part of the United States foreign 
assistance program pursuant to the prin-
ciples of proportionality which underlie the 
Camp David Accords.

NICKLES AMENDMENT NO. 1185

Mr. MCCONNELL (for Mr. NICKLES) 
proposed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1234, supra; as follows: 

Strike section 577, and insert in lieu there-
of the following: 
SEC. 577. UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE TO THE 

PALESTINIAN AUTHORITY. 
(1) GAO CERTIFICATION.—Not more than 30 

days prior to the obligation of funds made 
available by the Act for assistance for the 
Palestinian Authority the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States shall certify that 
the Palestinian Authority—

(A) has adopted an acceptable accounting 
system to ensure that such funds will be used 
for their intended assistance purposes; and 

(B) has cooperated with the Comptroller 
General in the certification process under 
this paragraph. 

(2) GAO AUDITS.—
(A) AUTHORITY.—Six months after the date 

of enactment of this Act, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall conduct 
an audit to determine the extent to which 
the Palestinian Authority is implementing 
and acceptable accounting system that is to 
check the use of funds now available by the 
act for assistance for the Palestinian Au-
thority.

LEAHY AMENDMENT NOS. 1186–1188

Mr. LEAHY proposed three amend-
ments to the bill, S. 1234, supra; as fol-
lows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1186
At the appropriate place, insert: 

AUTHORIZATIONS 
SEC. . The Secretary of the Treasury 

may, to fulfill commitments of the United 
States, (1) effect the United States participa-
tion in the fifth general capital increase of 
the African Development Bank, the first gen-
eral capital increase of the Multilateral In-
vestment Guarantee Agency, and the first 
general capital increase of the Inter-Amer-
ican Investment Corporation; (2) contribute 
on behalf of the United States to the eighth 
replenishment of the resources of the African 
Development Fund, the twelfth replenish-
ment of the International Development As-
sociation. The following amounts are author-
ized to be appropriated without fiscal year 
limitation for payment by the Secretary of 
the Treasury: $40,847,011 for paid-in capital, 
and $639,932,485 for callable capital, of the Af-
rican Development Bank; $29,870,087 for paid-
in capital, and $139,365,533 for callable cap-
ital, of the Multilateral Investment Guar-
antee Agency; $125,180,000 for paid-in capital 
of the Inter-American Investment Corpora-
tion; $300,000,000 for the African Development 
Fund; $2,410,000,000 for the International De-
velopment Association; and $50,000,000 for 
the International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development’s HIPC Trust Fund. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1187
At the appropriate place in the bill insert 

the following: 
WORKING CAPITAL FUND 

SEC. . Section 635 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2395) Is amended by 
adding a new subsection (l) as follows: 
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‘‘(l)(1) There is hereby established a work-

ing capital fund for the United States Agen-
cy for International Development which 
shall be available without fiscal year limita-
tion for the expenses of personal and non-
personal services, equipment and supplies 
for: (A) International Cooperative Adminis-
trative Support Services; (B) central infor-
mation technology, library, audiovisual and 
administrative Support services. (C) medical 
and health care of participants and others; 
and (D) such other functions which the Ad-
ministrator of such agency, with the ap-
proval of the Office of Management and 
budget, determines may be provided more 
advantageously and economically as central 
services. 

‘‘(2) The capital of the fund shall consist of 
the fair and reasonable value of such sup-
plies, equipment and other assets pertaining 
to the functions of the fund as the Adminis-
trator determines and any appropriations 
made available for the purpose of providing 
capital, less related liabilities. 

‘‘(3) The fund shall be reimbursed or cred-
ited with advance payments for services, 
equipment or supplies provided from the 
fund from applicable appropriations and 
funds of the agency, other federal agencies 
and other sources authorized by section 607 
or this Act at rates that will recover total 
expenses of operation, including accrual of 
annual leave and depreciation. Receipts from 
the disposal of, or payments for the loss or 
damage to, property held in the fund, re-
bates, reimbursements, refunds and other 
credits applicable to the operation of the 
fund may be deposited in the fund. 

‘‘(4) The agency shall transfer to the Treas-
ury as miscellaneous receipts as of the close 
of the fiscal year such amounts which the 
Administrator determines to be in excess of 
the needs of the fund. 

‘‘(5) The fund may be charged with the cur-
rent value of supplies and equipment re-
turned to the working capital of the fund by 
a post, activity or agency and the proceeds 
shall be credited to current applicable appro-
priations.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1188

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

DEVELOPMENT CREDIT AUTHORITY PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 

For the cost of direct loans and loan guar-
antees, up to $7,500,000 to be derived by 
transfer from funds appropriated by this Act 
to carry out Part I of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, as amended, and funds appro-
priated by this Act under the heading. ‘‘As-
sistance for Eastern Europe and the Baltic 
States’’, to remain available until expended, 
as authorized by section 635 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961: Provided, That such 
costs, including the cost of modifying such 
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Provided 
further. That for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct and guaranteed loan 
programs, up to $500,000 of this amount may 
be transferred to and merged with the appro-
priation for ‘‘Operating Expenses of the 
Agency for International Development’’: 
Provided further. That the provisions of sec-
tion 107A(d) (relating to general provisions 
applicable to the Development Credit Au-
thority) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, as contained in section 306 of H.R. 1486 
as reported by the House Committee on 
International Relations on May 9, 1997, shall 
be applicable to direct loans and loan guar-
antees provided under this heading.

TREASURY AND GENERAL GOV-
ERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2000

MOYNIHAN AMENDMENT NO. 1189

Mr. DORGAN (for Mr. MOYNIHAN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill (S. 
1282) making appropriations for the 
Treasury Department, the United 
States Postal Service, the Executive 
Office of the President, and certain 
Independent Agencies, for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2000, and for 
other purposes; as follows:

On page 56, line 3, after ‘‘and’’, insert the 
following: ‘‘$4,300,000 shall be available for 
demolition of the United States Mission to 
the United Nations at 755 United Nations 
Plaza (First Avenue and 45th Street), New 
York, New York, and’’.

MOYNIHAN (AND SCHUMER) 
AMENDMENT NOS. 1190–1191

Mr. DORGAN (for Mr. MOYNIHAN (for 
himself and Mr. SCHUMER)) proposed 
two amendments to the bill, S. 1282, 
supra; as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1190
Beginning on page 52, line 25, strike the 

colon and all that follows through ‘‘re-
scinded’’ on page 53, line 2. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1191
On page 56, line 6, after ’’;’’, insert the fol-

lowing: ‘‘$5,870,000 shall be made available 
for the repairs and alterations of the Federal 
Courthouse at 40 Centre Street, New York, 
New York;’’.

CAMPBELL (AND DORGAN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1192

Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself and Mr. 
DORGAN) proposed an amendment to 
the bill, S. 1282, supra; as follows:

On page 51, line 15 and page 57, line 14 
strike ‘‘5,140,000,000’’ and insert in lieu there-
of ‘‘$5,261,478,000’’. 

On page 53 line 2 after ‘‘are rescinded’’ in-
sert ‘‘and shall remain in the Fund’’.

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be granted permission to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, June 30, for purposes of 
conducting a Full Committee business 
meeting which is scheduled to begin at 
9:30 a.m. The purpose of this business 
meeting is to consider pending cal-
endar business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the 

Finance Committee requests unani-
mous consent to conduct a hearing on 
Wednesday, June 30, 1999 beginning at 
10 a.m. in room 215 Dirksen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, June 30, 1999 at 
10:30 a.m. to hold a business meeting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet for 
a hearing on ‘‘ESEA: Facilities’’ during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, June 30, 1999, at 9:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate Committee on Indian Affairs be au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, June 30, 1999 
at 9:30 a.m. to conduct a hearing on S. 
438, to settle the water rights claims of 
the Chippewa Cree Tribe of the Rocky 
Boy’s Reservation; to be followed by a 
business meeting on pending com-
mittee business. The hearing/meeting 
will be held in room 485 of the Russell 
Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, June 30, 
1999 at 9:30 a.m. to receive testimony 
on the operations of the Architect of 
the Capitol. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Spe-
cial Committee on Aging be permitted 
to meet on June 30, 1999 from 10 a.m.–
1 p.m. in Hart 216 for the purpose of 
conducting a hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOREST & PUBLIC LAND 
MANAGEMENT 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Forests & Public Land 
Management of the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources be granted 
permission to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, June 30, 
for purposes of conducting a hearing 
which is scheduled to begin at 2 p.m. 
The purpose of this oversight hearing 
is to conduct general oversight of the 
U.S. Forest Service Economic Action 
Programs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON OCEANS AND FISHERIES 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
Oceans and Fisheries Subcommittee of 
the Senate Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation be author-
ized to meet on Wednesday, June 30, 
1999, at 2:30 p.m. on coral reef and ma-
rine sanctuaries 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

REFLECTIONS FROM RABBI 
ISRAEL ZOBERMAN 

∑ Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in light 
of recent events in Kosovo and the con-
tinuing struggles of the many still dis-
placed families, I would like to offer an 
excerpt from a piece written by a very 
well-respected spiritual leader from the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, Rabbi 
Israel Zoberman. 

He writes:
We take pride in our American servicemen 

and women—many from our own Hampton 
Roads—representing the world’s sole super-
power, who leading the NATO alliance are 
braving the dangers of war, determined to re-
store civilized life to all of a continent 
poised to reverse its long history of conflict 
and bloodshed through the promise of unity. 
The presence of the State of Israel among 
the nations offering critical humanitarian 
support to a sea of refugees displaying so 
much dignity, and extending its home to 
some of them, is inspiring testimony to its 
acting upon the Jewish people’s vast legacy 
of suffering.

I thank Rabbi Zoberman for these 
somber yet hopeful words and am once 
again reminded that the tragedy of 
Kosovo touches the lives of many and 
in many different ways. Rabbi 
Zoberman was born to Polish Holo-
caust survivors and spent his early 
childhood in a Displaced Persons Camp 
in Frankfurt, Germany. Rabbi 
Zoberman, shalom and thank you.∑ 

f 

EISENHOWER LEADERSHIP AWARD 

∑ Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, on the 
evening of Tuesday, May 18, 1999, the 
distinguished Chairman of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee and my 
good friend, Senator TED STEVENS of 
Alaska, received the Eisenhower World 
Affairs Institute’s annual Leadership 
Award in recognition of his out-
standing lifetime accomplishments. 
This is indeed an honor TED richly de-
serves. TED has dedicated his life to 
public service, and embodies the val-
ues, commitment and integrity that 
were the hallmark of former President 
Dwight D. Eisenhower. It is an honor 
to work with such an able legislator, 
particularly on the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee, where TED’s leader-
ship has earned him the respect of his 
Senate colleagues. TED is a great 
American and serves this institution 

well. I was delighted to be part of the 
evening’s festivities. I would like to 
share with my Senate colleagues and 
all Americans, Senator TED STEVENS’ 
remarks upon the acceptance of the Ei-
senhower Leadership Award. I ask that 
the full text of Senator STEVENS’ re-
marks be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

The remarks follow. 
SENATOR TED STEVENS’ REMARKS AT THE EI-

SENHOWER WORLD AFFAIRS DINNER UPON 
RECEIVING THE EISENHOWER LEADERSHIP 
AWARD, MAY 18, 1999 
This is a very unexpected honor. Thanks to 

Rocco Siciliano and to my departed friend, 
Al McDermott, who served as Assistant to 
Ike’s Secretary of Labor—a special friend 
who would be pleased that his wife, Krieks, 
is here. Al, under Ike’s command, drove his 
LCT to Omaha Beach in Normandy on D-
Day. 

Alaska’s small population seems to be 
here—the effort all Alaskans made to come 
so far to share this night means a lot to me. 
Catherine and I are especially pleased that 
Lily, soon to be on the Farm at Stanford, is 
here, together with Catherine’s sister, Judi. 

This evening overwhelms me. Friends are 
here from almost every phase of my life. 

Russ Green and I met in California when 
we were 14. We traveled far to be with each 
other for brief periods during WWII. Russ 
still lives in California—he was our best man 
in 1952 when Ann and I were married. 

George Reycraft has been a companion 
since 1947, when we started law school. Cath-
erine, Lily and I have spent Thanksgiving 
with George since 1980. Roemer McPhee and 
Burton Wood were with us at law school. 

Bill Ewald served in the Interior Depart-
ment before going to the White House to be-
come Ike’s biographer. Donna DeVarona and 
I were on President Ford’s Commission on 
Amateur Sports—she encouraged me and as-
sisted me when Congress enacted my Ama-
teur Sports Act. Sandra Day and John 
O’Connor are Arizonans from a ranching 
family like Catherine’s mother, Ellie. Tony 
Motley and Judy—Tony and I survived a 
Lear Jet crash in 1978—that’s a bond that is 
never broken. 

My constant companions in Alaska—and 
anywhere the fishing is good—are my broth-
er-in-law Bill Bittner, Chuck Robinson, Bill 
Allen and my long-time friend and traveling 
companion, Marshall Coyne. General Joe 
Ralston and Dede have been close friends 
since he commanded our 11th Air Force in 
Alaska—they too are Alaska residents. 
Throughout this room are members of the 
Senate staff with whom I have worked. I 
thank each of you for coming. 

And, I thank Senators Bennett, Inouye, 
Specter and Warner—and Elizabeth 
Letchworth, Secretary to the Majority, who 
made certain there were no votes tonight. 

I am filled with awe and trepidation when 
the list of past recipients of this award is 
read. I was a foot soldier in Ike’s battle to 
‘‘Wage Peace.’’ To follow President Bush, 
Colin Powell, Bob Dole, Lloyd Bentsen, and 
Brent Scowcroft is an honor that takes my 
breath away. 

Those previous recipients spoke much 
about Ike. George Bush said: 

‘‘I think every person in my generation, 
certainly every product of WWII, who wit-
nessed his dedication to duty and the devo-
tion with which he undertook his many 
weighty responsibilities, feels exactly the 
same way I do. In a sense, Eisenhower was 
like a guardian to us. Certainly, he was a 

hero figure before he became President of 
the United States.’’ 

Bob Dole remembered that of ‘‘the four 
federal balanced budgets in the last half of 
this century, Ike gave us three of them’’. 

Colin Powell told us of the Eisenhower 
Corridor in the Pentagon where, among the 
President’s treasures, is his portrait and as 
Colin said the ‘‘simple, but oh so eloquent, 
final words Ike spoke before his death, ‘I’ve 
always loved my wife. I’ve always loved my 
children. I’ve always loved my grand-
children. I’ve always loved my country.’ ’’

I have made many statements on the Sen-
ate Floor about President Eisenhower. After 
Ike died in 1969, my comments as a freshman 
Senator reminded Americans the President 
held a special place in the hearts of Alas-
kans. To our 34th President, statehood for 
Alaska was a matter of simple justice. And, 
when he listed the accomplishments of his 
administration, statehood for Alaska and 
Hawaii appeared first. Alaska first sought 
statehood in 1913. Two world wars inter-
rupted our quest. After WWII, Hawaii joined 
the fight. Congress considered Hawaii’s bill 
first, but proponents of Alaska amended 
their bill and added Alaska, resulting in the 
defeat of both. 

Democrats in Congress were certain Alas-
ka would be a solid state for them; Repub-
licans knew Hawaii was certain to be solidly 
for them. Neither state has followed such 
predictions. 

In 1950, General Eisenhower said, ‘‘. . . 
quick admission of Alaska and Hawaii to 
statehood would show the world that Amer-
ica practices what it preaches.’’ 

However, in ‘‘Eisenhower the President,’’ 
Bill Ewald reported, ‘‘One day in Ike’s first 
term, Orme Lewis, Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, cautiously entered the Oval Of-
fice with Secretary Douglas McKay. ‘What 
do you want to talk to me about?’ The Presi-
dent asked. ‘Statehood for Alaska,’ McKay 
replied. ‘Well, it better be goddamn good,’ 
the President shot back.’’ 

Ike was under Department of Defense pres-
sure to oppose Alaska statehood. Explaining 
that his 1950 statement endorsing Alaska 
statehood was made before he had Presi-
dential responsibility, in his first term Ike 
urged that Hawaii be admitted, but not Alas-
ka. 

This was at the height of the Cold War. 
Many WWII veterans went north to find a 
new life, including my wife Ann and me. 
Only 206,000 people, including military, lived 
in our Territory. Anyone could enter Alaska 
without a passport, but when we went to the 
‘‘South 48,’’ our own Immigration Service de-
manded a passport from everyone, or at least 
a birth certificate and we, like Americans 
before us, found taxation without represen-
tation downright un-American! It was de-
meaning to those of us who had fought 
WWII. We wanted Congress to listen to Ike 
and show America does practice what it 
preaches. 

Alaskans called a Constitutional Conven-
tion; we adopted a Constitution for a new 
state and we also adopted the ‘‘Tennessee 
Plan.’’ Tennessee, when it sought statehood, 
elected two Senators and a Congressman, 
then sent them to Washington, D.C. to de-
mand statehood. 

In mid-1956, I arrived back in Washington, 
D.C. to become Legislative Counsel at the In-
terior Department. President Eisenhower 
had just appointed as Secretary of the Inte-
rior Fred Seaton, Publisher of the Hastings 
Tribune, who had served briefly as one of Ne-
braska’s Senators. 

Alaska’s newspaper publishers, particu-
larly my friends Bill Snedden of the Fair-
banks News-Miner and Bob Atwood of the 
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Anchorage Times, knew Fred well and urged 
me to accept the appointment. 

In many ways, statehood for Alaska and 
Hawaii was a triumph for newspaper pub-
lishers. Snedden and Atwood visited almost 
every news entity in the United States from 
Bill Hearst to Henry R. Luce of Time, Inc. 
From hundreds of daily, weekly and monthly 
newspapers and magazines, editorial and 
even financial support poured in. Seaton’s 
own Western Farm Life, plus his papers, 
radio and television stations in Wyoming, 
Colorado and Nebraska, were all active in 
this endeavor. 

Alaskans found their national champion 
for statehood in Fred Seaton. His maiden 
speech on the Senate Floor was an impas-
sioned plea for immediate action on the 
Alaska bill. (I’ve always believed it was 
ghostwritten by Bill Snedden.) 

At Interior, I joined friends with whom I 
had worked here in D.C. as a volunteer in 
Ike’s 1952 campaign, preparing position pa-
pers on natural resource and western issues. 
Later, at the 1956 Republican Convention, 
working behind the scenes with Fred Seaton, 
Alaskans and Hawaiians obtained a provision 
in our Platform pledging action on both 
statehood bills. 

During the campaign, on September 11, 
1956, the President said: 

‘‘Now, Alaska is a very great area, there 
are few people in it, and they are confined al-
most exclusively in the southeast corner. 

‘‘Could there be a way worked out where 
the areas necessary for defense requirements 
could be retained under Federal control in 
the great outlying regions and a State made 
out of that portion in which the population 
is concentrated, it would seem to be a good 
solution to the problem. 

‘‘But, the great and vast area is completely 
dependent upon the United States for protec-
tion, and it is necessary to us in our defense 
arrangements.’’ 

That statement led Secretary Seaton and 
me to meet in 1957 in Fred’s hospital room 
with General Nate Twining, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, one of Ike’s favorite 
military advisors. With Twining was Jack 
Stempler, then in charge of legislation for 
DoD. Jack told me just this past week, ‘‘Leg-
islation is spawned in many places in D.C., 
but I wonder how many legislative solutions 
came from a hospital room?’’ 

Secretary Seaton was in traction because 
of a bad back. We showed him and General 
Twining the map upon which Ike had drawn 
a rough line, North and West of which Ike 
believed there were special defense problems. 
Twining, who had commanded in Alaska, ex-
plained the military reasons for Eisen-
hower’s reservations, particularly the need 
for unfettered access along the Northern and 
Western shores of Alaska, obviously defense 
strategy for opposing the Soviets. 

The General pointed out Ike remembered 
that part of Alaska’s Aleutian Islands were 
occupied by the Japanese in World War II 
and that Alaska’s Little Diomede Island in 
the North Pacific was just two miles from 
the Soviet’s Big Diomede Island. 

We developed a concept to meet Ike’s mili-
tary concerns, while at the same time admit-
ting the whole territory as a state, drafting 
a provision to give the President power to 
make defense withdrawals, in essence cre-
ating martial law, taking over all aspects of 
government in the area North or West of 
Ike’s line. No such power exists in any other 
state. 

The Tennessee Plan members—Bill Egan, 
Ernest Gruening, and Ralph Rivers—later 
agreed, and Bob Bartlett presented the con-

cept in the House. This was not an easy deci-
sion. House Rules Chairman Howard Smith 
was a dedicated opponent of Alaska. Alaska’s 
statehood bill bypassed his Rules Committee 
under an old, seldom-used House Rule, which 
allowed statehood bills to be taken directly 
to the House Floor. The strategy worked. 
Alaska’s bill passed the House despite re-
peated attacks from Republicans and South-
ern Democrats. 

Senate strategy was to avoid amendments. 
Had an amendment been adopted, the bill 
would be returned to the House where Chair-
man Smith would bury it. 

In the Senate debate, our provision, known 
as Section 10, was the principal target of 
statehood opponents. Senator Eastland, 
Chairman of the Judiciary Committee, led 
the charge saying: 

‘‘I submit that the reservation contained 
in section 10 is such a condition imposed 
upon the new State of Alaska as a price for 
admission in of the Union of States that it 
does violence to the equal footing doctrine, 
whereby all the preceding states entering 
into this Union all entered on equal footing. 

‘‘The President of the United States is au-
thorized without a declaration of martial 
law, to withdraw sovereignty from over half 
of the area of the State of Alaska.’’ 

Senators Thurmond and Russell spoke at 
length, leaving Majority Leader Mansfield to 
wonder out loud if there was a filibuster 
going on. 

Senator Thurmond objected to any unani-
mous consent agreement. I remember loud 
sighs then from Alaskans in the Senate gal-
lery, knowing as we did Strom’s capability 
for long debate. And Strom did speak ex-
tremely long and eloquently. Senators 
Monroney, Fulbright, and Stennis each made 
motions; all failed. Then Senator Russell, an 
absolute powerhouse in the Senate, joined 
Stennis in seeking to refer the bill to the 
Armed Services Committee. This also failed. 
Thurmond moved to eliminate a portion of 
the land in Alaska subject to section 10. 
That failed by a vote of 16–67. That vote 
showed enough votes to cut off debate. Soon 
thereafter, our bill passed, unamended, by a 
vote of 64–20. 

I later served in the Senate with those 
Senators who opposed Alaska vigorously. 
Each was not only a good friend, but worked 
hard to help me and our new state. 

Bill Ewald, when commenting on the pas-
sage of the Alaska bill in ‘‘Eisenhower the 
President,’’ rightfully concluded Seaton was 
a zealot on the subject—and I was a fanatic. 

Bill also said: 
‘‘. . . in the end . . . the greatest glory 

must go to Eisenhower. He chose his lieuten-
ants, gave them the freedom to think and to 
innovate, backed them to the hilt despite his 
qualms, and thus produced an outcome that, 
in retrospect, remains a triumph of his ad-
ministration. 

‘‘They worked in his name; and history 
will, and should, honor him for what they 
did.’’ 

The privilege of being near Ike in those 
days is hard to describe. It wasn’t just a bat-
tle for Alaska—ten years after Ike approved 
our Statehood Act, oil was discovered in 
Alaska. Now 25 percent of all oil produced in 
the U.S. comes from our North Slope and 
Cook Inlet. Over 50 percent of all fish landed 
in the U.S. comes from waters off our shores. 
Alaska has the highest educated population 
in this nation. Air Force pilots train above 
our vast tundra, and our joint Army/Air 
Force exercises give our defense forces the 
finest training in the world. 

Bryce Harlow, the President’s assistant for 
legislative affairs, held weekly meetings 

every Saturday for the liaison assistants 
from every Department, reviewing the past 
week, and planning strategy for the week 
ahead. Ed McCabe and Roemer McPhee at-
tended some of those meetings. General 
Jerry Pearson joined us once in a while. Ike 
often stopped by Harlow’s meetings; he’d 
joke a little, take time to clearly and simply 
explain what his priorities were, and would 
always end with a plea to get our work done 
and go home to our families. Once he told us, 
‘‘If you are ever at a dinner here in Wash-
ington that lasts beyond ten p.m., go to your 
hostess and tell her the President needs to 
see you!’’ Ike firmly believed in ‘‘early to 
bed and early to rise.’’ 

I’m sure you join me in saying how happy 
we are to be with members of the Eisenhower 
family again—David and Julie, Mary Jean 
and Susan. Ike’s legacy of family love is ob-
viously a code for each of them. 

In 1982, on the Senate Floor, I discussed 
Bill Ewald’s speech to the Eisenhower Old 
Guard dinner that year. Bill commented 
about Ike’s calm as the President discussed 
his decision to send troops into Lebanon just 
eight days after he signed the Alaska State-
hood Bill. 

Ike told Bill, ‘‘Look, when you appeal to 
the force, there’s just one thing you must 
never do—that’s lose. There’s no such thing 
as a little force. When you use it, you use it 
overwhelmingly.’’ 

Bill closed that speech with a comment 
with which we all agree: 

‘‘Not often in the story of mankind does a 
man arrive on earth of steel and velvet. 
Peace unspeakable and perfect. 

‘‘Something like that resided in the mind 
and heart and soul of Dwight Eisenhower. In 
the midst of many threatening clouds it 
brought us a beautiful golden season of Ei-
senhower weather. 

‘‘For what he did, and above all for what he 
was, we thank God from the bottom of our 
hearts tonight.’’ 

President Eisenhower’s Covenant for Total 
Peace is known to many of you. It was read 
by Charlton Heston on the anniversary of D-
Day, June 6th 1998, in Philadelphia. Ameri-
cans who didn’t know Ike personally should 
read it—and know what he did for us, and for 
the world. 

I enlisted in General Eisenhower’s crusade 
50 years ago. And as a member of the Eisen-
hower Administration, I joined the President 
in the battle for Alaska statehood. His admo-
nition that ‘‘there is one thing you must 
never do—lose’’ is a principle which con-
tinues to guide my public life. 

Ike will always be my Supreme Com-
mander. His devotion to duty, country, 
honor have shaped my nearly 50 years of pub-
lic service. I view the world and my responsi-
bility to it through his prism. Whether it’s 
continuing the battle to ensure the promises 
of statehood are kept or working side by side 
with my partner, Dan Inouye, to maintain 
the strong national defense that Ike helped 
build, I am honored to continue as a foot sol-
dier in his battle to ‘‘wage peace.’’ 

The Crusade I want to join is obvious: In 
my mind Dwight David Eisenhower must be 
named the Person of the Twentieth Century. 
My question is: where do I enlist?∑

f 

NED HOMFELD WINS ENTRE-
PRENEUR OF THE YEAR AWARD 

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to acknowledge Ned Homfeld, 
who has been named Entrepreneur of 
the Year for 1999, by Ernst & Young, 
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Mr. Homfeld was selected as the most 
outstanding company owner-manager 
from among 500 other exemplary nomi-
nees. 

Ned Homfeld, the president of Spirit 
Airlines, is the driving force behind the 
young company and its remarkable 
success in the highly competitive air-
line business. Spirit Airlines, a small 
air carrier, offers low cost jet service 
to some of America’s most popular 
business and leisure destinations as 
well as underserved areas in need of air 
travel service. 

Before his involvement with Spirit 
Airlines, Mr. Homfeld was involved in 
numerous other operations including 
Ground Air Transfers, which delivered 
critically needed parts to automotive 
plants, and Charter One, a company 
that offered public charter day trips. 
Mr. Homfeld’s drive for continued im-
provements in the airline industry is a 
testament to his hard work and devo-
tion to the American public. 

Mr. Homfeld’s continued dedication 
has not only served Spirit Airlines, but 
has greatly benefited the greater com-
munity as well. Spirit Airlines, pro-
viding safe, quality air travel at afford-
able prices, has been a welcome con-
tributor to Detroit’s and other cities 
across the United States, economic 
successes during the past decade. His 
creativity, perseverance and entrepre-
neurial spirit is an example to us all.∑ 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF THE ANTI-
CRUELTY SOCIETY ON THEIR 
100TH ANNIVERSARY 

∑ Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is 
with pride and pleasure that I take a 
moment today to recognize the Anti-
Cruelty Society of Chicago on the oc-
casion of their 100th anniversary. The 
society’s centennial celebration is enti-
tled ‘‘1999—The Anti-Cruelty Society 
Centennial: A Legacy of Caring, A Vi-
sion of Hope for the 21st Century,’’ and 
is truly an appropriate description of 
the organization’s valuable impact on 
the lives and treatment of the nation’s 
animals. 

One hundreds years ago, the society’s 
founders, led by Illinois resident Mrs. 
Theodore Thomas, were concerned with 
inhumane butchery in slaughterhouses, 
the treatment of old sick workhorses, 
and hundreds of thousands of malnour-
ished homeless dogs and cats. In their 
efforts to eliminate cruelty to animals, 
to educate the public on the humane 
treatment of animals, and to create a 
refuge for stray animals until they 
could be placed in good homes, the so-
ciety achieved impressive accomplish-
ments in Illinois and across the nation. 
In fact, the group gave rise to an orga-
nization so dynamic that it has im-
pacted and continues to impact public 
policy and set the standard of humane 
treatment for animals worldwide. 

Once again, I congratulate the Anti-
Cruelty Society in Chicago on their re-

markable first 100 years of service, and 
wish them the best of luck as they con-
tinue to make a positive impact upon 
the lives of animals and humans in the 
many years to come.∑ 

f 

MISS MISSOURI 1999 

∑ Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize the winner of the 
1999 Miss Missouri Pageant, Miss 
Patryce CoRae King. On June 12th, in 
my home town of Mexico, MO, Miss 
King won the State pageant and will go 
on to represent Missouri in the Miss 
America Pageant. Miss King is an ac-
complished pianist and won the talent 
competition of the pageant with a ren-
dition of Gershwin’s ‘‘Rhapsody in 
Blue.’’ I wish Miss King the best of 
luck and know that she will represent 
Missouri well at the Miss America Pag-
eant in September.∑

f 

RETIREMENT OF JAMES R. SAS-
SER AS AMBASSADOR TO CHINA 

∑ Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to express my thanks and 
appreciation to Ambassador James 
Sasser for the excellent job he has done 
as United States ambassador to China. 
After more than three years of dedi-
cated service, Ambassador Sasser will 
be stepping down from his position. 

Ambassador Sasser served during an 
interesting, often strenuous, period of 
U.S.-China relations. Drawing on his 
experiences as a distinguished three 
term United States Senator and mem-
ber of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, he worked tirelessly to ensure 
that the United States remained en-
gaged with China to promote stability, 
openness, and prosperity in that coun-
try. Even Henry Kissinger, who ini-
tially expressed misgivings about Am-
bassador Sasser’s appointment, re-
cently remarked, ‘‘I have known no 
American ambassador who has done a 
better or more passionate job on Sino-
U.S. relations than Ambassador Sas-
ser.’’

Even during the bad times, when re-
lations soured, Ambassador Sasser has 
maintained a high level of communica-
tion with Chinese leaders and provided 
a calm and steady influence. He recog-
nized that no single issue can make or 
break U.S.-China relations and that 
open and frank dialogue is essential to 
promoting American values, especially 
those in the area of human rights. 

Though he served with distinction for 
more than three years, perhaps Ambas-
sador Sasser’s finest hour came only a 
few weeks ago. After the accidental 
bombing of the Chinese embassy in 
Belgrade, tens of thousands of angry 
protesters gathered in front of the 
American embassy in Beijing and 
hurled bricks and rocks at the build-
ing. The situation was dangerously 
close to spinning out of control and the 
lives of those inside the embassy were 

potentially in danger. Rather than 
seek cover in a safer place, Ambassador 
Sasser stayed. 

Near the end of his service, he pro-
vided us with a lasting image of poise, 
strength, and courage. His actions were 
indeed inspiring to those that were 
with him in Beijing and also to those of 
us who were watching as the events un-
folded on television. He represented the 
finest of Americans who serve their 
country in embassies and consulates 
around the world—he was a diplomat 
who would not give up his post. 

Again, I congratulate Ambassador 
Sasser for a job well done and wish him 
the best for his future endeavors.∑

f 

KICKOFF OF THE WOMEN’S WORLD 
CUP 

∑ Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, last 
week marked the beginning of the 1999 
Women’s World Cup, a competition 
that includes the best soccer teams 
from throughout the world. Held every 
four years since 1991, the women’s 
World Cup brings together the finest 
women athletes and allows them to 
compete at the highest level. It is so 
wonderful that young women through-
out the world have these role models to 
look up to—role models such as our 
very own charismatic Julie Foudy, 
working mother Joy Fawcett, teenage 
sensation Tiffany Roberts, and veteran 
superstar Michelle Akers. 

The United States team, which is 
among the favorites to win the tour-
nament, is led by the best women’s soc-
cer player of all time: Mia Hamm. Mia 
Hamm has scored more international 
goals than any person—man or 
woman—in the history of the game. It 
was perfectly fitting that she scored 
the first goal of the tournament by 
half-volleying a Brandi Chastain pass 
into the roof of the net. 

It is also fitting that Mia Hamm was 
born in 1972, the same year that Presi-
dent Nixon signed into law Title IX of 
the Education Amendments Act. This 
law ensures that federally funded 
schools provide equal athletic oppor-
tunity for members of both sexes. 
Twenty-five years later, the U.S. Na-
tional Team is one clear sign that this 
law is a success. 

According to the Women’s Sports 
Foundation, the number of girls who 
participate in high school sports since 
the enactment of Title IX has risen 
from 300 thousand to 2.37 million. 
Women are now 37 percent of college 
athletes and were 39 percent of the 1996 
United States Olympic Team members. 

The record-breaking crowds this 
weekend in San Jose and Pasadena re-
veal that the enthusiasm for women’s 
soccer is not restricted to players only, 
but is shared by the public. Over 78,000 
loyal fans packed the seats of Giants 
Stadium to watch the US-Denmark 
match, and the weekend ticket sales 
total of over 134,000 surpassed the 
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112,000 for the entire 1995 Women’s 
World Cup in Sweden. Ticket sales for 
the Cup to date have passed 500,000 and 
are rapidly growing—potentially shat-
tering the 600,000 world record for a 
sporting event held for women. 

The stellar start for the World Cup 
speaks volumes for the future of wom-
en’s soccer. Female soccer players may 
not have to wait much longer to play 
professionally in the United States. 
The successful weekend attests to the 
wonderful athletic stars and enthusi-
astic fans ready, willing and eager to 
support a women’s professional soccer 
league in major markets such as Los 
Angeles, San Francisco, New York and 
Chicago. Citizens both domestic and 
worldwide are watching the Women’s 
World Cup with pride that our teams 
are pioneering the path to put women’s 
sports on parity with men’s. 

The impact of gender equality in 
sports goes far beyond the soccer field 
and ticket sales. Female student ath-
letes are more likely to graduate from 
college than students who do not par-
ticipate in sports, women who are ac-
tive in sports and recreational activi-
ties as girls feel greater confidence, 
self-esteem and pride in their physical 
and social selves; and 80 percent of 
women identified as key leaders in For-
tune 500 companies participated in 
sports during their childhood. 

The Women’s World Cup is also an 
important way to bring together di-
verse nations of the world. From North 
Korea to Canada, from Ghana to Swe-
den, everyone shares in the joys of 
competition and love of the game. Tel-
evision viewers throughout the world 
have been introduced to many coun-
tries and its players. During the first 
week of play, we saw the flamboyant 
Nigerian goalkeeper Ann Chiejinei con-
fidently lead the ‘‘Super Falcons’’ to 
the second round. The Brazilian one-
name wonders of Sissi and Preinha 
brought to mind visions of Pele and 
Romario in scoring the first hat tricks 
of the tournament. And Norway, which 
has played in the previous two World 
Cup title games, opened its title de-
fense with three impressive victories. 

So, Mr. President, I will make two 
predictions. My first prediction is that 
the United States will reclaim their 
title as women’s World Cup Champions 
on July 10, in Pasadena, California. 
And more importantly, my second pre-
diction is that generations of women 
and girls for years to come will con-
tinue to thrive because of Title IX.∑ 

f 

HIGHMORE RESEARCH STATION 

∑ Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my warmest congratu-
lations to the South Dakota State Uni-
versity Central Research Station in 
Highmore, SD. 

Today the experiment station is cele-
brating one hundred years of dedicated 
service to the agriculture industry in 

the Northern Plains. It is an out-
standing example of the continued ap-
plication of technological advance-
ments by our farmers and ranchers in 
an ever-changing competitive environ-
ment. 

The Highmore Research Farm, also 
known as the Central Crops and Soils 
Research Station, was the first re-
search farm created in the north-cen-
tral United States. It was created in 
1899 at the request of livestock pro-
ducers who desired drought-resistant 
forage plants on the prairie. It was de-
termined that a substation was to be 
established between the James and 
Missouri Rivers and a location was 
eventually secured near Highmore. Ini-
tially the work at the experiment sta-
tion was centered around testing 
drought-resisting forage and devising 
ways and means for livestock pro-
ducers to obtain winter forage as well. 
Later, crop production and rotation be-
came an integral part of the research 
station. 

Affiliated with South Dakota State 
University in Brookings, this experi-
ment station has been a leader in pro-
viding and conducting state-of-the-art 
agriculture research. In Highmore and 
at the various other South Dakota Ag-
ricultural Experiment Stations across 
the state, researchers cover a variety 
of aspects of agriculture, ranging from 
crop to livestock production. Over 150 
different projects demand the time and 
effort by these dedicated researchers at 
this time. Through sound science and a 
problem solving attitude these re-
searchers expand the knowledge base 
for all of agriculture and those affected 
by it on a daily basis. 

In this critical time in production ag-
riculture while depressed crop and live-
stock prices are driving agriculture 
producers from their operations, it is 
all the more essential that we encour-
age the research taking place at the ex-
periment stations. As we enter a new 
millennium we must develop ways for 
producers to afford and adapt to the 
technological advancements that can 
make United States agriculture more 
competitive. This is crucial in order for 
South Dakota to compete in the ever-
changing global market. 

The research and knowledge gained 
from these experiment stations benefit 
not only agriculture producers, but 
also consumers living in rural towns 
and urban cities. Learning from the 
past and building towards the future is 
a daily mission at the Highmore Exper-
iment Station. I applaud the efforts of 
each researcher and all of those who 
dedicated their time and effort to this 
farm in the last 100 years. I extend my 
best wishes to the Central Research 
Station in Highmore for another 100 
years of successful research and service 
to South Dakota agriculture.∑ 

THE HISTORIC CONTRIBUTION OF 
THE 5TH BOMB WING, MINOT, 
NORTH DAKOTA, TO OPERATION 
ALLIED FORCE 

∑ Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the 
Secretary of Defense has described our 
military action in Kosovo as the most 
accurate application of Air Power in 
history. The men and women of the 5th 
Bomb Wing, Minot, North Dakota, 
were critical to that effort, and the 
citizens of this state and our entire 
country are justifiably proud of their 
efforts. 

The B–52 bombing raids on Yugo-
slavian positions on June 7, 1999, un-
doubtedly hastened the decision by 
Yugoslavia to sign the NATO peace 
agreement ending the conflict. As the 
Washington Post reported on the sig-
nificance of the strike, ‘‘Two days 
later, Yugoslav generals formally 
agreed to withdraw all forces from 
Kosovo.’’ The Washington Post Article 
entitled, ‘‘NATO’s Most Lethal Air-
strike Ended a Battle, Perhaps a War,’’ 
reported that the B–52 attack on Mount 
Pastrik was the turning point in the 
Kosovo conflict. 

Like the ‘‘Linebacker’’ operations in 
Vietnam, the unmatched striking 
power of the B–52 bomber convinced 
the enemy that negotiation was pref-
erable to suffering the business end of 
over 70,000 pounds of munitions. The 
crews of the B–52 bombers that carried 
out their missions in Kosovo proved 
the anecdote again, ‘‘That bomber pi-
lots make history.’’ 

In recognizing the efforts of the 
crews and support personnel of the 5th 
Bomb Wing, we cannot forget the sac-
rifices made by the families and loved 
ones left behind. Today’s professional 
All-Volunteer Air Force is a different 
organization than the one that pre-
ceded it. More times than not, when an 
Air Force member deploys, he or she 
leaves behind a spouse and small chil-
dren who depend on them, who miss 
them, and who pray for their safe re-
turn. We in the Senate owe a debt of 
gratitude to those brave families who 
lovingly support the men and women of 
our Armed Forces. 

Mr. President, in every conflict fol-
lowing the Korean War, the B–52 bomb-
er has delivered the most debilitating 
blows to our enemies. As demonstrated 
in Yugoslavia, the B–52 is still capable 
of delivering the initial strikes in a 
conflict with stand-off weapons, and 
then executing decisive strikes on 
fielded forces with a range of muni-
tions. 

The United States Air Force’s plan to 
fly the B–52 bomber well into the next 
century is a tribute both to the air-
craft and the innovative crews that 
continue to demonstrate the decisive 
capabilities of the aircraft. Most im-
portantly, as long as the Air Force has 
men and women like those who serve in 
the 5th Bomb Wing, this nation sleeps 
well protected.∑

VerDate jul 14 2003 15:23 Oct 04, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00136 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S30JN9.005 S30JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 14941 June 30, 1999 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I would 
like to now, on behalf of the leadership, 
the majority leader, Senator LOTT, ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate im-
mediately proceed to executive session 
to consider the following nominations 
on the Executive Calendar: 

Nos. 109 through 130, and all nomina-
tions on the Secretary’s desk in the Air 
Force, the Army, the Coast Guard, the 
Marine Corps, and the Navy. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominations be confirmed, the mo-
tions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, and that any statements relating 
to the nominations be printed in the 
RECORD, that the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action, 
and the Senate then return to legisla-
tive session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations were considered and 
confirmed as follows: 

IN THE AIR FORCE 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the Reserve of the Air Force to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., sec-
tions 1552 and 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Edward W. Rosenbaum (Retired), 0000 

The following named offiers for appoint-
ment in the Reserve of the Air Force to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 
12203: 

To be major general 

John A. Bradley, 0000 
Gerald P. Fitzgerald, 0000 
Edward J. Mechenbier, 0000 
Allan R. Poulin, 0000 
Larry L. Twitchell, 0000 

To be brigadier general 

Thomas L. Carter, 0000 
Richard C. Collins, 0000 
John M. Fabry, 0000 
Hugh H. Forsythe, 0000 
Michael F. Gjede, 0000 
Leon A. Johnson, 0000 
Howard A.McMahan, 0000 
Douglas S. Metcalf, 0000 
Jose M. Portela, 0000 
Peter K. Sullivan, 0000 
David H. Webb, 0000 

The following Air National Guard of the 
United States officers for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Air Force to the grades indi-
cated under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be major general 

Archie J. Berberian II, 0000 
Verna D. Fairchild, 0000 
Daniel J. Gibson, 0000 

To be brigadier general 

George C. Allen II, 0000 
Roger E. Combs, 0000 
Michael A. Cushman, 0000 
Thomas N. Edmonds, 0000 
Jared P. Kennish, 0000 
Paul S. Kimmel, 0000 
Virgil W. Lloyd, 0000 
Alexander T. Mahon, 0000 
Marvin S. Mayes, 0000 
David E. McCutchin, 0000 
Calvin L. Moreland, 0000 

Mark R. Musick, 0000 
John D. Rice, 0000 
Robert O. Seifert, 0000 
Lawrence A. Sittig, 0000 
James M. Skiff, 0000 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Lt. Gen. William J. Begert, 0000 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Charles R. Holland, 0000 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Lt. Gen. Maxwell C. Bailey, 0000 

IN THE ARMY 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C. section 624: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Alan D. Johnson, 0000 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C. section 601: 

To be major general 

Maj. Gen. Donald L. Kerrick, 0000 

The following named officers for 
apointment in the Reserve of the Army to 
the grades indicated under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 12203: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. James M. Collins, Jr., 0000 
Brig. Gen. Robert W. Smith, III, 0000 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Dennis J. Laich, 0000 
Col. Robert B. Ostenberg, 0000 
Col Ronald D. Silverman, 0000 

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be major general 

Robert E. Armburuster, Jr., 0000 
Joseph L. Bergantz, 0000 
William L. Bond, 0000 
Colby M. Broadwater, III, 0000 
Richard A. Cody, 0000 
John M. Curran, 0000 
Dell L. Dailey, 0000 
John J. Deyermond, 0000 
Larry J. Dodgen, 0000 
James M. Dubik, 0000 
Richard A. Hack, 0000 
Russel L. Honore, 0000 
Roderick J. Isler, 0000 
Terry E. Juskowiak, 0000 
Geoffrey C. Lambert, 0000 
James J. Lovelace, Jr., 0000 
Wade H. McManus, Jr., 0000 
William H. Russ, 0000 
Walter L. Sharp, 0000 
Toney Stricklin, 0000 
John R. Vines, 0000 
Robert W. Wagner, 0000 
Craig B. Wheldon, 0000 
R. Steven Whitcomb, 0000 

Robert Wilson, 0000 
Joseph L. Yakovac, Jr., 0000 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be brigadier general, Chaplain Corps 

Col. David H. Hicks, 0000 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Lt. Gen. Thomas N. Burnette, Jr., 0000 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Billy K. Solomon, 0000 

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Harry B. Axson, Jr., 0000 
Col. Guy M. Bourn, 0000 
Col. Ronald L. Burgess, Jr., 0000 
Col. Remo Butler, 0000 
Col. William B. Caldwell, IV, 0000 
Col. Randal R. Catro, 0000 
Col. Stephen J. Curry, 0000 
Col. Robert L. Decker, 0000 
Col. Ann E. Dunwoody, 0000 
Col. William C. Feyk, 0000 
Col. Leslie L. Fuller, 0000 
Col. David F. Gross, 0000 
Col. Edward M. Harrington, 0000 
Col. Keith M. Huber, 0000 
Col. Galen B. Jackman, 0000 
Col. Jerome Johnson, 0000 
Col. Ronald L. Johnson, 0000 
Col. John F. Kimmons, 0000 
Col. William M. Lenaers, 0000 
Col. Timothy D. Livsey, 0000 
Col. James A. Marks, 0000 
Col. Michael R. Mazzucchi, 0000 
Col. Stanley A. McChrystal, 0000 
Col. David F. Melcher, 0000 
Col. Dennis C. Moran, 0000 
Col. Roger Nadeau, 0000 
Col. Craig A. Peterson, 0000 
Col. James H. Pillsbury, 0000 
Col. Gregory J. Premo, 0000 
Col. Kenneth J. Quinlan, Jr., 0000 
Col. Fred D. Robinson, Jr., 0000 
Col. James E. Simmons, 0000 
Col. Stephen M. Speakes, 0000 
Col. Edgar E. Stanton, III, 0000 
Col. Randal M. Tieszen, 0000 
Col. Bennie E. Williams, 0000 
Col. John A. Yingling, 0000 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Marine Corps to 
the grade indicated while assigned to a posi-
tion of importance and responsibility under 
title 10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Lt. Gen. Carlton W. Fulford, Jr., 0000 

IN THE NAVY 

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. David J. Antanitus, 0000 
Capt. Dale E. Baugh, 0000 
Capt. Richard E. Brooks, 0000 
Capt. Evan M. Chanik, Jr., 0000 
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Capt. Barry M. Costello, 0000 
Capt. Kirkland H. Donald, 0000 
Capt. Dennis M. Dwyer, 0000 
Capt. Mark J. Edwards, 0000 
Capt. Bruce B. Engelhardt, 0000 
Capt. Tom S. Fellin, 0000 
Capt. James B. Godwin, III, 0000 
Capt. Charles H. Johnston, Jr., 0000 
Capt. John M. Kelly, 0000 
Capt. Steven A. Kunkle, 0000 
Capt. Willie C. Marsh, 0000 
Capt. George E. Mayer, 0000 
Capt. John G. Morgan, Jr., 0000 
Capt. Dennis G. Morral, 0000 
Capt. Eric T. Olson, 0000 
Capt. James J. Quinn, 0000 
Capt. Ann E. Rondeau, 0000 
Capt. Frederick R. Ruehe, 0000 
Capt. Lindell G. Rutherford, 0000 
Capt. John D. Stufflebeem, 0000 
Capt. William D. Sullivan, 0000 
Capt. Gerald L. Talbot, Jr., 0000 
Capt. Hamlin B. Tallent, 0000 
Capt. Richard P. Terpstra, 0000 
Capt. Thomas J. Wilson, III, 0000 
Capt. James M. Zortman, 0000 

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be rear admiral 

Rear Adm. (lh) Raymond A. Archer, III, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Justin D. McCarthy, 0000 

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Naval Reserve to 
the grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 12203: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Darold F. Bigger, 0000 
Capt. Fenton F. Priest, III, 0000 

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Donald C. Arthur, Jr., 0000 
Capt. Linda J. Bird, 0000 
Capt. Michael K. Loose, 0000 
Capt. Richard A. Mayo, 0000 
Capt. Joseph P. Vanlandingham, Jr., 0000 

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Naval Reserve to 
the grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 12203: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Robert M. Clark, 0000 
Capt. Mark M. Hazara, 0000 
Capt. John R. Hines, Jr., 0000 
Capt. James Manzelmann, Jr., 0000 
Capt. Noel G. Preston, 0000 
Capt. Howard K. Unruh, Jr., 0000 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be admiral 

Vice Adm. Vernon E. Clark, 0000 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be admiral 

Vice Adm. Thomas B. Fargo, 0000 
NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARY’S 

DESK 
IN THE AIR FORCE, ARMY, COAST GUARD, 

MARINE CORPS, NAVY 
Air Force nominations beginning *Raan R. 

Aalgaard, and ending Steven R. Zwicker, 

which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of May 26, 1999. 

Army nominations beginning with Michael 
R. Collyer, and ending Renee M. Ponce, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of May 19, 1999. 

Army nomination of Michael L. Mcginnis, 
which was received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of June 
7, 1999. 

Coast Guard nomination of James W. 
Seeman, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of May 12, 1999. 

Marine Corps nomination of Loston E. Car-
ter, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
June 7, 1999. 

Marine Corps nomination of Jack A. 
Maberry, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of June 7, 1999. 

Navy nominations beginning Sylvester P. 
Abramowicz, Jr., and ending Shelley W.S. 
Young, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD of April 21, 1999. 

Navy nominations beginning Bruce A. Ab-
bott, and ending Bertrand L. Zeller, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
April 21, 1999. 

Navy nominations beginning Thomas Aber-
nathy, and ending Paul M. Ziegler, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
April 21, 1999. 

Navy nominations beginning Sevak 
Adamian, and ending John E. Young, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
May 12, 1999. 

Navy nomination of Theodore H. Brown, 
which was received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of May 
19, 1999. 

Navy nominations beginning Richard W. 
Bauer, and ending Derek K. Webster, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
May 26, 1999. 

Navy nominations beginning Robert A. 
Yourek, and ending Lorenzo D. Brown, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
May 26, 1999. 

Navy nominations beginning Douglas G. 
Maccrea, and ending Mladen K. Vranjican, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of May 26, 1999. 

Navy nomination of James N. Frame, 
which was received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of June 
7, 1999. 

Navy nominations beginning Nils S. 
Erikson, and ending Edward C. Ziegler, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of June 7, 1999. 

Navy nominations beginning Thor D. 
Aakre, and ending Mary M. Zurowski, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
June 7, 1999. 

Navy nominations beginning Sheila A. 
Robbins, and ending Daniel E. Wilburn, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of June 9, 1999. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will now 
return to legislative session. 

f 

ORDER FOR BILL TO BE 
PRINTED—S. 886 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, also on 
behalf of the majority leader, I ask 
unanimous consent that S. 886, the 
State Department authorization bill, 
be printed as passed by the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE RETIREMENT OF RON 
KAVULICK 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to the immediate consid-
eration of S. Res. 131 submitted earlier 
by Senators LOTT and DASCHLE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 131) relating to the 

retirement of Ron Kavulick. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today, Ron 
Kavulick, who has faithfully served the 
United States Senate for 20 years, will 
officially retire from the Senate fam-
ily. 

It took Ron Kavulick a while to get 
to the Senate. He worked first as an of-
ficial court reporter for the office of 
The Judge Advocate General, United 
States Air Force, and later, as an offi-
cial reporter in the White House—serv-
ing Presidents Nixon and Johnson. 
When he finally got to us, as an Official 
Reporter of Senate Debates, he ad-
vanced quickly, ultimately serving as 
Chief Reporter. 

As Chief Reporter, Ron oversaw the 
preparation and editing of the pro-
ceedings of the Senate for publication 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. His 
greatest challenge, perhaps, was the 
impeachment trial of the President, 
where Ron’s institutional memory and 
experience were called upon through-
out the lengthy proceedings. It’s all 
too easy for us to assume that capable 
and dedicated Senate employees, like 
Ron, will always be here providing 
abiding support and quiet efficiency. 

Thomas Carlyle argued that history 
is the sum of the work of outstanding 
individuals. If so, then Ron Kavulick 
has contributed much to our Senate 
history. His support to me and my staff 
will always be remembered. I commend 
Ron for his dedicated service, and wish 
him and his wife, Pat, many years of 
health and happiness in retirement. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, today we 
honor 20 years of service to the Senate 
by its Chief Reporter, Ron Kavulick. 
For 16 years, beginning in 1979, Ron 
worked on the Senate floor as a re-
porter of debates, where he distin-
guished himself as a friend to everyone 
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and as one who labored mightily to ac-
curately report Senators’ statements 
for publication in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. He was a stickler for detail 
and bent over backwards to make sure 
every aspect of his work was correct, 
as he strove to preserve Senate history 
to its fullest. 

As a result of his tenacity and dedi-
cation, Ron was promoted to Chief Re-
porter in 1995. In that position, Ron 
was invaluable to the Senate in his 
dedication to the accuracy of the 
CONGESSIONAL RECORD. He gave of him-
self unselfishly to be a fair and consid-
erate supervisor. 

Ron now retires to be with his wife, 
Pat, and their two married children, 
Jeff and Susan, and granddaughter Al-
lison. 

The Senate today says thank you to 
Ron and his family for his exemplary 
service to the Senate and its family. He 
truly is our friend. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to thank and applaud Ron 
Kavulick, the Chief Reporter of De-
bates, for the tremendous work that he 
did for the U.S. Senate. Being in charge 
of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD is a very 
demanding and important responsi-
bility. For it is the historical docu-
ment of the Senate—the bills we intro-
duce, the statements that we make, 
and all of our debates are printed in 
the RECORD. I am often amazed how the 
RECORD is compiled and printed in such 
a short amount of time. 

Ron was to have ended his Senate ca-
reer at the close of the 105th Congress, 
but remained in his position as the 
Senate conducted the impeachment 
trial of the President. His experience 
was greatly appreciated throughout 
this historical proceeding. 

Ron’s reporting background is both 
extensive and impressive. He became 
an Official Reporter of the RECORD of 
Senate Debates in 1979 and served in 
that capacity until he was elevated to 
the position of Chief Reporter in 1995. 
Before that, he was an official court re-
porter in the Air Force’s Judge Advo-
cate General Corp, and while employed 
with Alderson Reporting Company, 
Ron had the opportunity to work at 
the White House. He traveled exten-
sively both with President Johnson and 
President Nixon. 

My staff and I personally cannot 
thank Ron enough for his service. He 
was always available, day or night, for 
any help that my staff or I needed. I 
once wrote that the single most excit-
ing thing you encounter in government 
is competence, because it’s so rare. In 
that case, Ron Kavulick is a rarity in 
government, and we are blessed to have 
had him in the Senate. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the resolution be 
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to, 
the motion to reconsider be laid upon 
the table, and, finally, that any state-
ments relating to the resolution be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 131) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 131 

Whereas, Ron Kavulick will retire on June 
30, 1999, from service to the United States 
Senate after twenty years as a member of 
the staff of the Official Reporters of Debates; 

Whereas, he has served the United States 
Senate with honor and distinction since join-
ing the staff of the Official Reporters of De-
bates on October 22, 1979; 

Whereas, his self-determination and hard 
work as an official reporter resulted in his 
appointment to the position of Chief Re-
porter on May 22, 1995; 

Whereas, Ron Kavulick, as Chief Reporter 
of the Congressional Record, has at all times 
executed the important duties and respon-
sibilities of his office with dedication and ex-
cellence; and 

Whereas, Ron Kavulick has demonstrated 
exemplary service to the United States Sen-
ate as an institution and leaves a legacy of 
superior and professional service: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United States Senate 
expresses its deep appreciation and gratitude 
to Ron Kavulick for his years of faithful 
service to his country and to the United 
States Senate. 

Sec. 2. That the Secretary of the Senate 
shall transmit a copy of this resolution to 
Ron and Pat Kavulick. 

f 

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF 
THE UNITED STATES DAY 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to the immediate consid-
eration of Calendar No. 145, S. Res. 21. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 21) to des-

ignate September 29, 1999, as ‘‘Veterans of 
Foreign Wars of the United States Day.’’ 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu-
tion. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my sincere apprecia-
tion to my colleagues for joining me in 
honoring the more than two million 
veterans of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, VFW, of the United States as we 
pass legislation I introduced earlier 
this year, S.J. Res. 21, to designate 
September 29, 1999, as Veterans of For-
eign Wars of the United States Day. 

September 29, 1999 marks the centen-
nial of the VFW. As veterans of the 
Spanish American War and the Phil-
ippine Insurrection of 1899 and the 
China Relief Expedition of 1900 re-
turned home, they drew together in 
order to preserve the ties of comrade-
ship forged in service to their country. 

They began by forming local groups 
to secure rights and benefits for the 
service they rendered to our country. 
In Columbus, OH, veterans founded the 
American Veterans of Foreign Service. 

In Denver, Colorado, veterans started 
the Colorado Society of the Army of 
the Philippines. In 1901, the Philippine 
War Veterans organization was started 
by the Philippine Veterans in Altoona 
and Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. In 1913, 
these varied organizations with a com-
mon mission joined forces as the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States. I am honored to salute this 
proud organization. 

Mr. President, when many of us 
think about war veterans, we think 
about the tremendous sacrifices these 
defenders of freedom made to safeguard 
the democracy we cherish, especially 
those who made the ultimate sacrifice. 
S.J. Res. 21 recognizes those contribu-
tions and sacrifices. It also recognizes 
the contributions that VFW members 
continue to make day-in and day-out 
in our communities—the youth activi-
ties and scholarships programs, the 
Special Olympics, homeless assistance 
initiatives, efforts to reach out to fel-
low veterans in need, and national 
leadership on issues of importance to 
veterans and all Americans. Over the 
last 100 years, members of the VFW 
have contributed greatly to our nation 
both in and out of uniform in ways too 
numerous to enumerate. 

I have nothing but the utmost re-
spect for those who have served their 
country. With this legislation, we 
honor the men and women and their 
families who have served this country 
with courage, honor and distinction. 
They answered the call to duty when 
their country needed them, and this is 
but a small token of our appreciation. 

The centennial of the founding of the 
VFW will present all Americans with 
an opportunity to honor and pay trib-
ute to the more than two million ac-
tive members of the VFW and to all 
veterans, as well as to the ideals for 
which many made the ultimate sac-
rifice. I thank my colleagues for join-
ing me in a strong show of support and 
an expression of thanks to the VFW 
and all veterans. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the joint reso-
lution be read a third time and passed, 
the preamble be agreed to, the motion 
to reconsider be laid upon the table, 
and that any statements relating to 
this resolution be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Joint Resolution (S.J. Res. 21) 
was read the third time and passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The joint resolution, with its pre-

amble reads as follows: 
S.J. RES. 21 

Whereas the Veterans of Foreign Wars of 
the United States was founded on September 
29, 1899; 

Whereas the 100th anniversary of the 
founding of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of 
the United States will occur on September 
29, 1999; 
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Whereas for the past 100 years, the Vet-

erans of Foreign Wars of the United States 
has made valuable contributions to the well- 
being of veterans of the Armed Forces and to 
the States and their communities, and has 
exhibited national leadership on issues of 
importance to all veterans of the Armed 
Forces; and 

Whereas the centennial anniversary of the 
founding of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of 
the United States presents an opportunity to 
recognize, honor, and pay tribute to the 
more than 2,000,000 veterans of the Armed 
Forces represented by that organization, and 
to all the individuals who have served in the 
Armed Forces: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That September 29, 1999, 
is designated as ‘‘Veterans of Foreign Wars 
of the United States Day’’, and the President 
of the United States is authorized and re-
quested to issue a proclamation calling upon 
all Government agencies and the people of 
the United States to observe the day with 
appropriate ceremonies, programs, and ac-
tivities. 

f 

APPOINTMENT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the President pro 
tempore, and upon the recommenda-
tion of the Republican Leader, pursu-
ant to the provisions of S. Res. 208 of 
the 105th Congress, appoints the Sen-
ator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR) to the 
Special Committee on the Year 2000 
Technology Problem, vice the Senator 
from Maine (Ms. COLLINS). 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—SOCIAL SECURITY 
LOCKBOX 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, on be-
half of the majority leader, Senator 
LOTT, I ask unanimous consent that 
following the cloture vote on Thursday 
relative to the Social Security lockbox 
issue, if invoked, the Senate imme-
diately proceed to the bill, and fol-
lowing the offering of the cloture mo-
tion on the pending amendment, the 
bill be laid aside until Friday, July 16. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
9:30 a.m. on Friday there be 1 hour for 
debate to be equally divided in the 
usual form, and that the cloture vote 
occur at 10:30 a.m. on Friday, July 16, 
and the mandatory quorum under rule 
XXII be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—Y2K CONFERENCE RE-
PORT 

Mr. DEWINE. I ask unanimous con-
sent that when the Senate proceeds to 
the conference report to accompany 
H.R. 775, the Y2K liability bill, the 
reading be waived and it be limited to 
the following debate time: Senator 
MCCAIN, 20 minutes; Senator DODD, 15 
minutes; Senator WYDEN, 15 minutes; 

Senator LEAHY, 10 minutes; and Sen-
ator HOLLINGS, 50 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DEWINE. I ask consent that im-
mediately following that debate, the 
Senate proceed to a vote on adoption of 
the conference report with no other in-
tervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY JULY 1, 
1999 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in adjournment until 9:30 a.m., Thurs-
day, July 1. I further ask that on 
Thursday, immediately following the 
prayer, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed to have expired, and the time 
for the two leaders be reserved for their 
use later in the day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I further 
ask that the Senate then begin 1 hour 
of debate prior to the cloture motion to 
proceed to the Social Security lockbox 
issue, with time to be equally divided 
between the two leaders, or their des-
ignees, and that the live quorum be 
waived. I also ask that following the 
vote, notwithstanding rule XXII, Sen-
ator SPECTER then be recognized up to 
30 minutes, as if in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Majority Leader LOTT, for 
the information of all Senators, tomor-
row the Senate will convene at 9:30 
a.m. and will debate cloture on the mo-
tion to proceed to the Social Security 
lockbox legislation for 1 hour, to be fol-
lowed by a cloture vote at 10:30 a.m. If 
cloture is invoked, the leader will then 
file a cloture motion on the pending 
amendment, which is the Social Secu-
rity lockbox issue. That cloture vote 
will occur at 10:30 a.m. on Friday, July 
16, as under a previous order. 

Following that action, Senator SPEC-
TER will be recognized as in morning 
business for up to 30 minutes. Upon 
completion of Senator SPECTER’s re-
marks, the Senate will resume consid-
eration of the Treasury-Postal appro-
priations bill with the hope of com-
pleting that bill during Thursday’s ses-
sion of the Senate. 

Under a previous consent, all amend-
ments must be offered by 11:30 a.m. on 
Thursday. It may also be the intention 
of the leader to debate and vote on the 
Y2K conference report and to begin 
consideration of any other appropria-
tions bills cleared for action on Thurs-
day. 

Therefore, Senators can expect votes 
throughout the day. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I now ask unanimous con-
sent the Senate stand in adjournment 
under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 9:02 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
July 1, 1999. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate June 30, 1999: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

CHARLES A. BLANCHARD, OF ARIZONA, TO BE GENERAL 
COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, VICE WIL-
LIAM T. COLEMAN III. 

CAROL DI BATTISTE, OF FLORIDA, TO BE UNDER SEC-
RETARY OF THE AIR FORCE, VICE F. WHITTEN PETERS. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

BARBRO A. OWENS-KIRKPATRICK, OF CALIFORNIA, A 
CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, 
CLASS OF COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR-
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF NIGER. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. ROBERT H. FOGLESONG, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. CHARLES R. HEFLEBOWER, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. LANSFORD E. TRAPP, JR., 0000. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT TO THE 
GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE AIR FORCE 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12212: 

To be colonel 

LARITA A. ARAGON, 0000 
FRANCES M. AUCLAIR, 0000 
HENRY E. BELLION, 0000 
JAMES D. BLAZEY, 0000 
THOMAS H. BOGUN, 0000 
JOHNNY E. BONNER, 0000 
MARK L. BOOTS, 0000 
MICHAEL G. BRANDT, 0000 
HUGH T. BROOMALL, 0000 
ALAN C. BUNTING, 0000 
NORMAN L. BURSON, 0000 
GEORGE N. CLARK, JR., 0000 
NEIL A. CURRIE, 0000 
JOHN B. CYRIACKS, 0000 
PAUL E. DAVENPORT, 0000 
THORNE A. DAVIS, 0000 
JOHN E. DENT, JR., 0000 
VAUGHN A. DUNHAM, 0000 
DONALD N. EDMANDS, JR., 

0000 
SHEREE M. ETTER, 0000 
JUSTIN W. FISHER, 0000 
WAYNE A. GALLO, 0000 
TERRY A. GRAYBEAL, 0000 
RONALD A. HALE, JR., 0000 
R ANTHONY HAYNES, 0000 
MARK C. HOOPER, 0000 
HOWARD P. HUNT III, 0000 
THOMAS C. HUTCHINGS, 0000 
CONSTANCE E. ILLING, 0000 
ROBERT D. IRETON, 0000 

KENNETH A. IRLAND, 0000 
CORA M. JACKSON, 0000 
RICHARD Y. JACOBSON, 0000 
EARL G. JAQUES, JR., 0000 
MURRAY O. KING, JR., 0000 
GARY D. LANHAM, 0000 
EMIL LASSEN III, 0000 
VERGEL L. LATTIMORE, 0000 
KERMIT L. LEMON II, 0000 
BRIAN E. LOFTUS, 0000 
BENJAMIN F. LUCAS II, 0000 
WILLIAM MAIORANO, 0000 
SCOTT B. MC EVOY, 0000 
WILLIAM E. MELL, 0000 
DANIEL G. MORRIS, 0000 
HENRY C. MORROW, 0000 
DANIEL ST J. MORTAG, 0000 
JOHN F. NICHOLS, 0000 
MICHAEL J. NUGENT, 0000 
SYLVIA J. NYE, 0000 
DANIEL B. OHOLLAREN, 0000 
PATRICK J. PAULI, 0000 
GARY L. PETERS, 0000 
RICHARD J. PROSEK, 0000 
WILLIAM A. PROSISE, JR., 

0000 
DONALD P. ROBERTS, 0000 
JOE A. ROSE, JR., 0000 
JOSEPH R. ROSS, JR., 0000 
DANIEL R. ROTA, 0000 
TIMOTHY R. RUSH, 0000 
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WILLIAM G. SCHAETZLE, 

0000 
FREDERICK SCHMIDT, 0000 
RICHARD E. SELTZER, 0000 
JOHN G. SHEEDY, 0000 
RONALD L. SHULTZ, 0000 
ROBERT C. STCLAIR, 0000 
RICHARD M. STEDDING, JR., 

0000 

MICHAEL J. STINSON, 0000 
RICHARD J. UTECHT, 0000 
ROBERT L. VAUGHN, 0000 
EDWARD J. WAITTE, 0000 
WILLIAM H. WEATHERS, 

0000 
JAMES J. WHITE, 0000 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS IN THE UNITED 
STATES MARINE CORPS FOR REGULAR APPOINTMENT 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

CHARLES E. HEADDEN, 0000 
MICHAEL W. VIERS, 0000 

To be major 

ANTHONY R. ANDEREGG, 
0000 

FREDERICK J. BEATA, 0000 
THOMAS H. BELL, 0000 
MICHAEL W. BINNEY, 0000 
RAFEAL D. CHEATHAM, 0000 
STEVEN K. COKER, 0000 
DANIEL H. DUBBS, 0000 
MATTHEW H. GREEN, 0000 
SCOTT W. HARRIS, 0000 
STEVEN J. LAND, 0000 
DAVID A. LAPAN, 0000 
JOHN F. LICARI, 0000 

ANDREW R. MELLON, 0000 
JEFF A. NAGEL, 0000 
CHRISTIAN D. NELSON, 0000 
ROBERT A. ODAY, 0000 
DOUGLAS W. PASNIK, 0000 
MARK PRICE, 0000 
TIMOTHY B. SEAMON, 0000 
RONALD A. SPEARS, 0000 
BLAYNE H. SPRATLIN, 0000 
JEFFREY S. STIMPSON, 0000 
SHAWN B. STITH, 0000 
PATRICK J. TOWEY, 0000 
THOMAS W. WHITE, 0000 

To be captain 

BAMIDELE J. ABOGUNRIN, 
0000 

JOHN K. ADAMS, 0000 
MICHAEL AKSELRUD, 0000 
OSCAR M. ALVAREZ II, 0000 
STEVEN L. AMENT, 0000 
ERIC S. ANDERSON, 0000 
ROBERT L. ANDERSON III, 

0000 
PHILIP M. ANDRESS III, 0000 
VIRGILIO G. ARCEGA, JR., 

0000 
KENNETH L. ASBRIDGE III, 

0000 
RHESA J. ASHBACHER, 0000 
SEAN T. AUTH, 0000 
TODD W. BACKHUS, 0000 
DANIEL J. BAKER, 0000 
WESLEY T. BANE, 0000 
HERNAN BARRERO, 0000 
CRAIG E. BARTON, 0000 
ROBERT L. BATES, JR., 0000 
TODD A. BECKMAN, 0000 
GREGORY M. BEISBIER, 0000 
MICHAEL C. BELCHER, 0000 
ROBERT H. BELKNAP II, 0000 
JAMES M. BELL, JR., 0000 
EDWARD J. BENJAMIN, 0000 
WADE J. BIEBERDORF, 0000 
NICHOLAS C. BLACK, 0000 
THOMAS J. BLACKWELL, 

0000 
DAVID H. BOHN, 0000 
ANGELL C. BOLDEN-GREEN, 

0000 
BRET A. BOLDING, 0000 
RAPHAEL E. BONITA, 0000 
JAY D. BORELLA, 0000 
DARREN S. BOYD, 0000 
ROBERT J. BRAATZ, JR., 

0000 
WILLIAM C. BRADLEY, 0000 
PHILLIP M. BRAGG, 0000 
IAN D. BRASURE, 0000 
SCOTT A. BRINK, 0000 
RODNEY S. BRINTON, 0000 
PATRICK S. BRODERICK, 

0000 
NGAIO I. BROWN, 0000 
GARY B. BROWNING, 0000 
BART A. BUCKEL, 0000 
MICHAEL R. BUNTING, 0000 
DARREN C. BURCH, 0000 
HAROLD E. BURKE, 0000 
STEVEN P. BURNETT, 0000 
STEVE A. BUTLER, 0000 
JOSHUA B. BYER, 0000 
RANDY E. CADIEUX, 0000 
ALBERT S. CALAMUG, 0000 
CHARLES D. CAMPBELL, 

0000 
EDWARD T. CARD, JR., 0000 
GLEN M. CARLSON, 0000 
JOHN D. CARROLL, 0000 
ERIC R. CASEY, 0000 
ROBERT T. CASTRO, 0000 
HENRY CENTENO, JR., 0000 
WALTER D. CERKAN, 0000 
BERNARD C. CERNOSEK, 

0000 
CLARK D. CHASE, 0000 
JASON K. CHRISTIANSEN, 

0000 
MILTON J. CLAUSEN, JR., 

0000 

JOSEPH E. CLEARY, 0000 
BRIAN CLEMENS, 0000 
NATHAN P. CLYNCKE, 0000 
THADDEUS COAKLEY, 0000 
LAWRENCE A. COLBY, 0000 
WILLIAM D. COLLIER, 0000 
BRIAN C. COLLINS, 0000 
WILLIAM J. COLLINS, JR., 

0000 
CHARLOTTE M. COMISKY, 

0000 
TIMOTHY R. CONNELL, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. 

CONNELLY, 0000 
HUGH K. CONNOLLY, 0000 
BRIAN H. CONRAD, 0000 
JESSE C. CONSTANTE, 0000 
FRANK P. CONWAY, 0000 
JAMES B. COOKSEY, 0000 
JAMES R. COPPERSMITH, 

0000 
MARC D. COSTAIN, 0000 
PAUL T. COURTAWAY, JR., 

0000 
ELIZABETH F. CRAIL, 0000 
DAVID C. CROSS, 0000 
ALAN F. CROUCH, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER C. CROWE, 

0000 
JOHN W. CURRIE IV, 0000 
KARLA E. DANE, 0000 
ROMIN DASMALCHI, 0000 
GEORGE J. DAVID, JR., 0000 
SARAH M. DEAL, 0000 
JOHN E. DEATON, 0000 
EDWARD J. DEBISH, 0000 
JOSEPH K. DECAPITE, 0000 
SEAN P. DEHLINGER, 0000 
JOHN E. DELLINGER, 0000 
DENNIS C. DERIENZO, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER P. DEVER, 

0000 
RICHARD A. DICKEY, 0000 
DANIEL J. DIMICCO, 0000 
LEONARD V. DORRIAN, JR., 

0000 
ERIC R. DROWN, 0000 
ALFREDO DUBOIS, 0000 
JOHN G. DUCOTE, 0000 
SEAN T. DUGAN, 0000 
DANIEL E. DUGGAN, 0000 
PETER C. DUNNING, 0000 
JOHN R. DUPREE, 0000 
MATTHEW S. DUTKIEWICZ, 

0000 
ROBERT M. DWYER, 0000 
NORMAN D. EADIE, 0000 
HAROLD B. EGGERS, 0000 
JAY M. EGLOFF, 0000 
DANIEL P. ERICKSON, 0000 
GREGORY J. ESTVANDER, 

0000 
GABRIEL J. FABBRI, 0000 
DANIEL D. FERNANDES, 0000 
JOHN M. FIELD, 0000 
DANNY R. FIELDS, 0000 
SEAN B. FILSON, 0000 
SHAUN T. FITZPATRICK, 

0000 
TIMOTHY S. FITZPATRICK, 

0000 
MICHAEL D. FOLGATE, 0000 
CRAIG A. FORRESTER, 0000 
BRYAN C. FORTE, 0000 
DUANE M. FOSTER, 0000 

PHILIP H. FRAZETTA, 0000 
JAMES H. FULLER, 0000 
TIMOTHY R. GABRIEL, 0000 
THOMAS W. GAGNON, JR., 

0000 
FRANCIS G. GALA, 0000 
WILLIAM A. GALLARDO, 0000 
THOMAS J. GALVIN, 0000 
RAYMUNDO R. GAMBOL, 0000 
CHARLES L. GANT III, 0000 
ERIC GARCIA, 0000 
THOMAS A. GARCIA, 0000 
PETER W. GARDNER, 0000 
WENDY S. GARRITY, 0000 
MICHAEL E. GATHERCOLE, 

0000 
LEWIS W. GEIL, 0000 
JASON S. GERIN, 0000 
DAVID S. GIBBS, 0000 
ALLEN L. GILBERT, 0000 
MARK W. GILDAY, 0000 
DEREK E. GILLETTE, 0000 
TIMOTHY C. GOLDEN, 0000 
JOSE A. GOMEZ, 0000 
ADRIAN C. GOSS, 0000 
RONALD S. GOUKER, 0000 
RYAN G. GOULETTE, 0000 
WILLIAM C. GRAY, 0000 
ROBERT M. GREEN, 0000 
KIRK A. GREINER, 0000 
CHRISTEON C. GRIFFIN, 0000 
MICHAEL R. 

GRISCHKOWSKY, 0000 
BRADLEY G. GROSVENOR, 

0000 
DAVID S. GRUHN, 0000 
THOMAS A. GRUNDHERR, 

0000 
CHRIS T. GUARNIERI, 0000 
JOSEPH L. GUGINO, 0000 
PATRICK M. GUINEE, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER R. HAASE, 

0000 
EDWARD J. HAGGERTY, 0000 
DOUGLAS P. HALE II, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER W. 

HAMPTON, 0000 
JARED J. HANSBROUGH, 

0000 
DOUGLAS HARDY, 0000 
THOMAS O. HARPER, JR., 

0000 
ANDREAS S. HAU, 0000 
HENRY C. HEIM, 0000 
DAVID S. HEINO, 0000 
ANDREW H. HESTERMAN, 

0000 
ALEXANDER G. 

HETHERINGTON, 0000 
DAVID S. HILL, 0000 
LARRY D. HILLIARD, 0000 
BRIAN M. HILYER, 0000 
GARRETT R. HOFFMAN, 0000 
TIMOTHY H. HOGAN, 0000 
JASON T. HOLDEN, 0000 
ERIC A. HOLDT, 0000 
SEANAN R. HOLLAND, 0000 
STANLEY D. HOLLAND, 0000 
PIERRE G. HOLLIS, 0000 
SHANNON V. HOLLOWAY, 

0000 
PATRICK S. HOULAHAN, 0000 
RICHARD N. HUNTE, 0000 
NATHAN E. HUNTINGTON, 

0000 
JAMES J. HURD, 0000 
DARYL S. HURST, 0000 
KEVIN H. HUTCHISON, 0000 
PHILLIP G. JACKSON, 0000 
TIMOTHY J. JAMES, 0000 
JAN M. JANUARY, 0000 
EDWARD L. JEEP, 0000 
BETHANY D. JENKINS, 0000 
KARL E. JOHNSON, 0000 
THEODORE S. JOHNSON, 0000 
WILLIAM W. JOHNSON, 0000 
JOHN S. JOLLEY, 0000 
RONALD A. JONES, 0000 
HENRY JUNE, JR., 0000 
DAVID A. KALINSKE, 0000 
BRIAN J. KAMBUROFF, 0000 
BRIAN H. KANE, 0000 
THOMAS D. KEATING, 0000 
HUNTER R. KELLOGG, 0000 
ALBERT K. KIM, 0000 
KYLE T. KIMBALL, 0000 
JOHN M. KITCHAR, 0000 
TODD F. KLIMPEL, 0000 
CRAIG A. KOPEL, 0000 
MICHAEL R. KROHMER, 0000 
RAYMOND C. LABBE, 0000 
LARRY E. LASATER, JR., 

0000 
BRUCE W. LAUGHLIN, 0000 
BRENT A. LAWNICZAK, 0000 
MICHAEL G. LEBEAU, 0000 
EDWARD Y. LEE, 0000 
JEFFREY D. LEE, 0000 
KENNETH G. LEE, 0000 
Kyuwon Lee, 0000 
CRAIG C. LEFLORE, 0000 

JOSEPH P. LENTIVECH III, 
0000 

LORI K. LETZRING, 0000 
GLEN A. LEWIS, 0000 
ERIC S. LIVINGSTON, 0000 
FERDINAND F. LLANTERO, 

0000 
ERIK A. LLUFRIO, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. LOHMANN, 

0000 
MICHAEL W. LOWES, 0000 
DOUGLAS G. LUCCIO, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER C. LYNCH, 

0000 
JOHN W. LYNCH III, 0000 
WILLIAM R. LYNCH, 0000 
ERIC M. LYON, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER G. 

MADELINE, 0000 
FRANK A. MAKOSKI, JR., 

0000 
RUSSELL W. MANTZEL, 0000 
WENDY L. MAROTTA, 0000 
MARIA A. MARTE, 0000 
THEODORE E. MARTIN, 0000 
NICHOLAS R. MARTINSON, 

0000 
CLYDE D. MAYS, 0000 
PETER C. MC CONNELL, 0000 
JAMES S. MC DERMOTT, 0000 
DANIEL M. MC DONALD, 0000 
GARY D. MC GEE, 0000 
RONALD H. MC LAUGHLIN, 

0000 
CHRISTOPHER L. MEDLIN, 

0000 
ANDREW O. METCALF, 0000 
PETER M. MEYER, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. MICHEL, 

0000 
PHILIP A. MIDDLETON, JR., 

0000 
ALEXANDER H. MILLER, 

0000 
CRAIG A. MILLER, 0000 
DUNCAN W. MILLER, 0000 
MATTHEW B. MIXA, 0000 
MICHAEL C. MONTI, 0000 
DEREK T. MONTROY, 0000 
SEAN P. MOONEY, 0000 
ALONZO B. MOORE, 0000 
JOHN E. MOORE, 0000 
PAUL M. MORENO, 0000 
MICHAEL D. MORI, 0000 
MATTHEW T. MOWERY, 0000 
JOHN R. MUNDAY, 0000 
NEIL F. MURPHY, JR., 0000 
MICHAEL D. MURRAY, 0000 
DOUGLAS B. NELSON, 0000 
MARCUS J. NELSON, 0000 
NICHOLAS M. NICHOLSON, 

0000 
ANDREW M. NIEBEL, 0000 
MICHAEL A. NIERMEIER, 

0000 
KEVIN P. NOONAN, 0000 
RICHARD E. NUTT, 0000 
JONATHAN P. OGLE, 0000 
CARLOS L. OLIVO, 0000 
DEREK J. OLOUGHLIN, 0000 
MICHAEL J. O NEIL, 0000 
BRIAN T. O NEILL, 0000 
ANTHONY C. ORLANDO, 0000 
KEVIN T. OROURKE, 0000 
TRAVIS F. OSELMO, 0000 
PATRICK R. OWENS, 0000 
MATTHEW J. PALMA, 0000 
DAVID J. PARK, 0000 
LARRY D. PARKER, JR., 0000 
CLARKE A. PAULUS, 0000 
THOMAS A. PECINA, 0000 
PHILLIP E. PETERS II, 0000 
BRIAN R. PETERSON, 0000 
DAVID H. PETERSON, JR., 

0000 
DAVID S. PETERSON, 0000 
LLOYD G. PHILLIPS, JR., 

0000 
KATHERINE I. POLEVITZKY, 

0000 
ANTHONY G. PORTER, 0000 
STEVEN M. PRATHER, 0000 
THEODORE W. PRESS, 0000 
DONALD J. PRESTO, 0000 
JOHN J. PRIFF, 0000 
MICHAEL B. PROSSER, 0000 
JOHN A. PRYCE, 0000 
JOHN A. RAHE, JR., 0000 
DAVID V. RAIMO, 0000 
ANDREW W. RALSTON, 0000 
KELLY C. RAMSHUR, 0000 
DAVID A. RATZEL, 0000 
JEFFREY A. RAY, 0000 
MATTHEW D. RAZVILLAS, 

0000 
BRIAN A. REED, 0000 
JON A. REISTROFFER, 0000 
BARRON E. RENDEL, 0000 
JAMES V. RENQUIST, 0000 
SCOTT A. RICE, 0000 
CHRISTIAN D. RICHARDSON, 

0000 

RODNEY A. RICHARDSON, 
0000 

MICHAEL M. RICHMAN, 0000 
RALPH J. RIZZO, JR., 0000 
MICHAEL C. ROBERTS, 0000 
BENJAMIN A. ROBERTSON, 

0000 
SCOTT A. ROBINSON, 0000 
STEVEN ROBINSON, 0000 
WAYNE E. ROLLINGS, JR., 

0000 
JAMES K. ROUDEBUSH, 0000 
ROBERT V. RUBIO, 0000 
JOSEPH E. RUPP, 0000 
RANDAL L. RUSSELL, 0000 
GREGORY A. RYAN, 0000 
SEAN M. SADLIER, 0000 
RUSSELL M. SAGE, 0000 
KENNETH M. SANDLER, 0000 
MATTHEW R. SASSE, 0000 
MORGAN N. SAVAGE, 0000 
MICHAEL E. SAYEGH, 0000 
PIETRO P. SCARSELLI, 0000 
BRYNN H. SCHREINER, 0000 
MARK R. SCHROEDER, 0000 
KENNETH J. SCHWANTNER, 

0000 
CRAIG R. SCHWETJE, 0000 
DANIEL D. SEIBEL, 0000 
GLENN R. SEIFFERT, 0000 
DHARMESH M. SHAH, 0000 
TIMOTHY A. SHEYDA, 0000 
JAMES E. SHORES, 0000 
JOHN R. SIARY, 0000 
DAVID J. SIKORA, 0000 
MARK T. SILCOX, 0000 
BRYAN W. SIMMONS, 0000 
BRIAN D. SIMON, 0000 
DAVID P. SLACK, 0000 
WILLIAM M. SLOAN, 0000 
WINFRED J. SMEDLEY, JR., 

0000 
JASON E. SMITH, 0000 
MARY M. SMITH, 0000 
THOMAS C. SMITH, 0000 
TROY E. SMITH, 0000 
MATTHEW R. SNYDER, 0000 
JAMES M. SOBIEN, 0000 
JOHN M. STAFFORD, 0000 
SEAN R. STALLARD, 0000 
SEAN E. STEPHENS, 0000 
MARK T. STEWART, 0000 
STEPHEN R. STEWART, 0000 
KYLE M. STODDARD, 0000 
KURT A. STRANGE, 0000 
SCOTT P. SUCKOW, 0000 
MICHAEL J. SUTHERLAND, 

0000 
DAVID S. SWIATKOWSKI, 

0000 
JONATHAN S. SWOPE, 0000 
PATRICK J. TANSEY, 0000 

WILLIAM P. 
TEICHGRAEBER, 0000 

DENNIS C. TEITZEL, 0000 
MATTHEW L. THOMAS, 0000 
JOHN D. THURMAN, 0000 
STEPHEN S. TIELEMANS, 

0000 
JONATHON A. TONEY, 0000 
TERRY L. TROGDON, 0000 
SCOTT E. UKEILEY, 0000 
WILLIAM A. ULLMARK, JR., 

0000 
ALEXANDER UMANSKY, 0000 
STEWART T. UPTON, 0000 
MICHAEL A. URENA, 0000 
CARLOS A. VALLEJO, 0000 
MATTHEW W. VANDERLOO, 

0000 
MICHAEL K. VANNEST, 0000 
MARCO P. VANVLIET, 0000 
NICHOLAS P. VAVICH, 0000 
SALVATORE VISCUSO III, 

0000 
RHETT J. VRANISH, 0000 
TODD S. WALDRON, 0000 
ROBERT Q. WARD, 0000 
SCOTT C. WARD, 0000 
GILBERT A. WARNER, 0000 
DAVID E. WATKINS II, 0000 
ERIC R. WATSON, 0000 
CARL A. WATT, 0000 
MARC E. WEINTRAUB, 0000 
MARGARET M. WEITZEL, 

0000 
ROBERT S. WHITE, 0000 
JAMES S. WHITEKER, 0000 
BYRON T. WIEDEMAN, 0000 
JOHN J. WIENER, 0000 
RAYSHAW L. WILLIAMS, 

0000 
VINCENT H. WILLIAMS, 0000 
STANLEY E. WILLIAMSON, 

0000 
MICHAEL F. WILONSKY, 0000 
COREY M. WILSON, 0000 
DARYL M. WILSON, 0000 
ROBERT L. WISER, 0000 
THOMAS J. WITCZAK, 0000 
DANIEL J. WITTNAM, 0000 
ROGER M. WOOD, 0000 
KEVIN S. WOODARD, 0000 
MELVIN T. WOODING, JR., 

0000 
ARTHUR J. WOODS, 0000 
JOSEPH B. WOODS, 0000 
ERIK G. WOODSON, 0000 
GREGORY T. WRIGHT, 0000 
MICHAEL S. YAROSCHUK, 

0000 
RANDALL S. YEARWOOD, 

0000 
DAVID J. YOST, 0000 
MATTHEW T. YOUNG, 0000 

To be first lieutenant 

BRAD J. AIELLO, 0000 
AMY B. ALGER, 0000 
JUSTIN J. ANSEL, JR., 0000 
BRYAN J. APPLETON, 0000 
VICTOR A. ARANA II, 0000 
MITCHELL S. BALL, 0000 
ERIK J. BARTELT, 0000 
PETER D. BARTLE, 0000 
JOHN M. BASEEL, 0000 
THEODORE W. BATZEL, JR., 

0000 
THOMAS M. BEDELL, 0000 
SHAWN B. BELTRAN, 0000 
MARK E. BENSON, 0000 
ERICH B. BERGIEL, 0000 
CHAD J. BERNHOLTZ, 0000 
MICHAEL J. BIBLE, 0000 
THOMAS BILLUPS, JR., 0000 
GARY W. BILYEU, 0000 
SUSAN BIRD, 0000 
TODD W. BIRNEY, 0000 
ANDREW M. BISHOP, 0000 
HENRY L. BLACKSHEAR, 

JR., 0000 
WILLIAM E. BLANCHARD, 

0000 
GREGORY M. BLANTON, 0000 
SPENCER S. BLODGETT, 0000 
TODD M. BOEDING, 0000 
DANIEL J. BOERSMA, 0000 
JEFFREY M. BOLDUC, 0000 
VINCENT BOSQUEZ, 0000 
JAMES E. BOTTRELL, 0000 
JAMES Y. BOUNDS II, 0000 
ERIC A. BOWEN, 0000 
MICHAEL A. BOWERS, 0000 
BONNIE L. BOYETTE, 0000 
JONATHAN L. BRADLEY, 

0000 
ROBB R. BREEDEN, 0000 
HENRY J. BREZILLAC, 0000 
CLIFFORD N. BROWN, JR., 

0000 
VINCENT R. BRYAN, 0000 
ADAM W. BRYSON, 0000 
ANDREA S. BURNS, 0000 

MICHAEL K. CAGLE, 0000 
RICHARD D. CALLAHAN, 0000 
RYAN B. CANTOR, 0000 
SAMUEL H. CARRASCO, 0000 
GEORGE T. CARROLL, 0000 
ROMAN K. CASON, 0000 
CHARLES R. CASSIDY, 0000 
MICHAEL S. CASTELLANO, 

0000 
PAMELA J. CASTELLANO, 

0000 
THOMAS H. CHALKLEY, 0000 
JAMES F. CHERRY, JR., 0000 
LESLEY W. CHIU, 0000 
WILLIAM H. CHRONISTER, 

0000 
MATTHEW CIANCARELLI, 

0000 
SALVATORE A. CINCOTTA, 

0000 
RUTH E. CISNEROS, 0000 
THEODORE A. CISOWSKI, 

0000 
BRETT A. CLARK, 0000 
KEVIN E. CLARK, 0000 
TREVOR B. CLARK, 0000 
JOSHUA S. CLOVER, 0000 
MICHAEL P. CODY, 0000 
RONALD D. COLLETT, 0000 
ANNETTE CONFORTI, 0000 
TERENCE M. CONNELLY, 

0000 
JAMES B. CONWAY, 0000 
SUSANNA R. COOPER, 0000 
JOSEPH R. CORNELL, 0000 
ROBERT E. CRANSTON, 0000 
PHILIP D. CUSHMAN, 0000 
JOHN C. DANKS II, 0000 
JASON K. DARLEY, 0000 
BRADLEY T. DAVIN, 0000 
NELSON I. DELGADO, JR., 

0000 
ARMANDO R. DELSI, 0000 
ROBERT H. DENCKHOFF III, 

0000 
JOHN J. DEPINTO, JR., 0000 
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ENRIQUE DIAZ, 0000 
MICHAEL F. DODD, 0000 
STEVEN R. DOUGLAS, 0000 
DOUGLAS D. DOWNEY, 0000 
MATTHEW A. DUMENIGO, 

0000 
ALEXANDER J. 

ECHEVERRIA, 0000 
MICHAEL N. ESTES, 0000 
GORGE F. ETMON, 0000 
DAVID R. EVERLY, 0000 
RYAN M. EYER, 0000 
HOWARD C. EYTH III, 0000 
STEPHEN V. FISCUS, 0000 
DANIEL J. FLANNERY, 0000 
JOHN D. FLEMING, 0000 
JOHN P. FLYNN, 0000 
ANDREW J. FOREMAN, 0000 
PETER T. FORSYTHE, 0000 
MARCUS C. FOWLER, 0000 
ALFREDO E. FRANCO, 0000 
SHAWN T. FREEMAN, 0000 
CALVIN M. GADSDEN, 0000 
TRAVIS T. GAINES, 0000 
JORGE L. GALLEGOS, 0000 
FRED C. GALVIN, 0000 
ERIC J. GANSER, 0000 
THOMAS H. GARNETT, IV, 

0000 
JOSH B. GARRISON, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER T. GIBSON, 

0000 
MARCUS A. GILKESON, 0000 
CLIFFORD W. GILMORE, 0000 
MITCHELL L. GOLD, 0000 
JOHN F. GOODMAN II, 0000 
CAMERON L. GRAMS, 0000 
NATHAN A. GRAY, 0000 
TIMOTHY E. GREBOS, 0000 
JAMES E. GRIFFIN, JR., 0000 
TAYLOR L. GRIMES, 0000 
ERIC J. GRIMM, 0000 
WILLIAM H. GRUBE, 0000 
THOMAS D. GUALANDI, 0000 
GALO F. GUERRERO, 0000 
JASON A. HAMILTON, 0000 
MYLE E. HAMMOND, 0000 
JEFFREY D. HANSON, 0000 
BRENDON G. HARPER, 0000 
TIFFANY N. HARRINGTON, 

0000 
JOHN E. HARRIS, 0000 
KELLY K. HASTINGS, 0000 
BRENDON J. HEATHERMAN, 

0000 
BRIAN G. HEATHERMAN, 

0000 
MONROE H. HENDERSON, 

0000 
BERNARD HESS, 0000 
TWAYNE R. HICKMAN, 0000 
THOMAS S. HINKLE, JR., 

0000 
TIMOTHY A. 

HITZELBERGER, 0000 
CHAD E. HOARE, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. HOBSON, 

0000 
JOEL M. HOFFMAN, 0000 
CHARLOTTE J. HOLDEN, 0000 
STEPHEN R. HORAN, JR., 

0000 
BRADLEY W. HORTON, 0000 
DAVID T. HUDAK, 0000 
DAVID E. JAMIESON, 0000 
SCOT C. JAWORSKI, 0000 
TIMOTHY J. JENT, 0000 
CHRISTIAN F. JOHNSON, 

0000 
SHANNON L. JOHNSON, 0000 
DARREN B. JONES, 0000 
MICHAEL C. KAMIN, 0000 
MICHELE I. KANE, 0000 
KEVIN J. KEATING, 0000 
JOHN K. KELLEY, 0000 
ASLAM G. KHAN, 0000 
STEPHEN N. KLOTH, JR., 

0000 
JANA S. KOFMAN, 0000 
HOLLY N. KORZILIUS, 0000 
MATTHEW H. KRESS, 0000 
GREGORY L. KUNI, 0000 
MICHAEL M. KWOKA, 0000 
SAMUEL LABOY, 0000 
LUIS F. LARA, 0000 
VELVETH S. LEE, 0000 
JEFFREY D. LEROM, 0000 
BRENT E. LILLY, 0000 
MARK R. LISTON, 0000 
JAMES W. LIVELY, 0000 
JONATHAN P. LONEY, 0000 
JOSE M. LOPEZ II, 0000 
NARCISO LOPEZ III, 0000 
TODD J. LUCHT, 0000 
HENRY K. LYLES, 0000 
SEAN J. LYNCH, 0000 
ERIC C. MALINOWSKI, 0000 
JOHN A. MARCINEK, 0000 
GABRIELLE 

MARGULASCHAPIN, 0000 
CORY J. MARTIN, 0000 

KURT P. MARTIN, 0000 
KRISTIN L. MCCANN, 0000 
PATRICK W. MCCUEN, 0000 
SCOTT D. MCDONALD, 0000 
DAVID S. MCELLIOTT, 0000 
SCOTT M. MCFADDEN, 0000 
ROBERT T. MEADE, 0000 
JEFFREY J. MEISENGER, 

0000 
RAMON J. MENDOZA, JR., 

0000 
PAUL C. MERIDA, 0000 
DOUGLAS W. MEYER, 0000 
GUY J. MILLER, 0000 
ODELL MILLER III, 0000 
DARON M. MIZELL, 0000 
MICHAEL J. MONROE, 0000 
ANDREA A. MONTECCHI, 

0000 
PERCY T. MOORE, 0000 
RICHARD K. MORRIS, 0000 
JEFFREY V. MUNOZ, 0000 
KENNETH C. MUSIAL, 0000 
MATTHEW R. NATION, 0000 
LUCAS J. NICHOLS, 0000 
PAUL D. NOYES, 0000 
AARON B. O’CONNELL, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER P. 

O’CONNOR, 0000 
MICHAEL F. OLNESS, 0000 
DOUGLAS A. OLSON, 0000 
JEFFERY M. OPSITOS, 0000 
MATTHEW W. OSBORNE, 0000 
ED K. OTA III, 0000 
KENNETH G. OWENS, 0000 
JOSEPH M. PARKER, 0000 
TOBY D. PATTERSON, 0000 
WADE A. PATTON, 0000 
EDWARD J. PAVELKA, 0000 
BRADLEY S. PENNELLA, 

0000 
JOHN M. PICUDELLA, 0000 
JOSEPH M. PLENZLER, 0000 
AMY A. POLAK, 0000 
JOHN D. QUINTANA, 0000 
HEATH M. REED, 0000 
ARTHUR J. REGO, 0000 
ERIC A. REID, 0000 
MATTHEW A. REILEY, 0000 
RYAN W. REILLY, 0000 
MARK A. RETZ, 0000 
ROBERT F. REVOIR, 0000 
JERSEY Y. REYES, 0000 
STEPHEN C. RIFFER, 0000 
BENJAMIN S. RINGVELSKI, 

0000 
MARK C. ROBINSON, 0000 
BRENDAN M. RODDEN, 0000 
ERIKA D. RODRIGUEZ, 0000 
THOMAS M. ROSS, 0000 
WILLIAM A. SABLAN, 0000 
GEOFFREY D. 

SATTERFIELD, 0000 
JOEL F. SCHMIDT, 0000 
SABRE A. SCHNITZER, 0000 
JAMES T. SCOTT, 0000 
JEFFREY L. SEAVY, 0000 
BRIAN P. SHARP, 0000 
CHAD W. SIMMONDS, 0000 
AMY R. SMITH, 0000 
PHILLIP J. SMITH, 0000 
DAVID E. STANDING, 0000 
MARTIN V. STARTA, 0000 
ERICH I. STEFANYSHYN, 

0000 
JARROD W. 

STOUTENBOROUGH, 0000 
TERRI M. SUMNER, 0000 
JAMES G. SWEENEY, 0000 
BRYAN G. SWENSON, 0000 
MATTHEW C. SWINDLE, 0000 
JAMES R. THIES, JR., 0000 
KELSEY R. THOMPSON, 0000 
WINSTON S. TIERNEY, 0000 
JAVIER A. TORRES, 0000 
KEVIN M. TROY, 0000 
DUANE P. VILA, 0000 
JASON C. VOSE, 0000 
BRIAN R. VOSS, 0000 
DANIEL C. WAGNER, 0000 
WILLIAM F. WAHLE, 0000 
ERIC G. WALTERS, 0000 
TERRANCE D. WARDINSKY, 

JR., 0000 
GEOFFREY F. WARLOCK, 

0000 
ANDREW B. WARREN, 0000 
DALE O. WARREN, 0000 
BRENDA L. WASSER, 0000 
JOHN M. WASSMER, JR., 0000 
ANITA L. WEISSFLACH, 0000 
SIDNEY R. WELCH, 0000 
ROGER R. WILKINS, 0000 
CHARLES P. WINCHESTER, 

0000 
DAVID K. WINNACKER, 0000 
SHAWN P. WONDERLICH, 

0000 
THOMAS D. WOOD, 0000 
AVI J. YOLOFSKY, 0000 
ERIC W. YOUNG, 0000 

GERALD K. YOUNG, 0000 
KIRA K. ZIELINSKI, 0000 

RUTH A. ZOLOCK, 0000 
NOAH E. ZUCKERMAN, 0000 

To be second lieutenant 

CHRISTIAN J. BROADSTON, 
0000 

SAMUEL G. BRYCE, 0000 
ANDREW CHRISTIAN, 0000 
CHAD W. DARNELL, 0000 
BRIAN P. DENNIS, 0000 
ADRIENNE R. DEWEY, 0000 
JEFFREY L. DYAL, 0000 
BRIAN J. GILBERTSON, 0000 
PERRY E. HARALSON, 0000 
DAVID J. HART, 0000 
BRYAN C. HATFIELD, 0000 
SEAN E. HYNES, 0000 

LANCE J. LANGFELDT, 0000 
RAYMOND W. MAGNESS, 

0000 
RANDALL M. MAULDIN, 0000 
ELVINO M. MENDONCA, JR., 

0000 
CLINTON L. ROBINS, 0000 
MICHAEL D. SKAGGS, 0000 
MICHAEL J. TAYLOR, 0000 
MICHAEL P. WARD, 0000 
JOHN F. WARREN, 0000 
ROBERT L. WILLIAMS, 0000 

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate June 30, 1999: 

THE JUDICIARY 
KEITH P. ELLISON, OF TEXAS, TO BE UNITED STATES 

DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF 
TEXAS. 

GARY ALLEN FEESS, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT 
OF CALIFORNIA. 

STEFAN R. UNDERHILL, OF CONNECTICUT, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
CONNECTICUT. 

W. ALLEN PEPPER, JR., OF MISSISSIPPI, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT 
OF MISSISSIPPI. 

KAREN E. SCHREIER, OF SOUTH DAKOTA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH 
DAKOTA. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 1552 AND 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. EDWARD W. ROSENBAUM (RETIRED), 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. JOHN A. BRADLEY, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. GERALD P. FITZGERALD, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. EDWARD J. MECHENBIER, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. ALLAN R. POULIN, 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. LARRY L. TWITCHELL, 0000. 

To be brigadier general 

COL. THOMAS L. CARTER, 0000. 
COL. RICHARD C. COLLINS, 0000. 
COL. JOHN M. FABRY, 0000. 
COL. HUGH H. FORSYTHE, 0000. 
COL. MICHAEL F. GJEDE, 0000. 
COL. LEON A. JOHNSON, 0000. 
COL. HOWARD A. MC MAHAN, 0000. 
COL. DOUGLAS S. METCALF, 0000. 
COL. JOSE M. PORTELA, 0000. 
COL. PETER K. SULLIVAN, 0000. 
COL. DAVID H. WEBB, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADES INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

ARCHIE J. BERBERIAN, II, 0000 
VERNA D. FAIRCHILD, 0000 
DANIEL J. GIBSON, 0000 

To be brigadier general 

GEORGE C. ALLEN II, 0000 
ROGER E. COMBS, 0000 
MICHAEL A. CUSHMAN, 0000 
THOMAS N. EDMONDS, 0000 
JARED P. KENNISH, 0000 
PAUL S. KIMMEL, 0000 
VIRGIL W. LLOYD, 0000 
ALEXANDER T. MAHON, 0000 

MARVIN S. MAYES, 0000 
DAVID E. MCCUTCHIN, 0000 
CALVIN L. MORELAND, 0000 
MARK R. MUSICK, 0000 
JOHN D. RICE, 0000 
ROBERT O. SEIFERT, 0000 
LAWRENCE A. SITTIG, 0000 
JAMES M. SKIFF, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. WILLIAM J. BEGERT, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. CHARLES R. HOLLAND, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. MAXWELL C. BAILEY, 0000. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. ALAN D. JOHNSON, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. DONALD L. KERRICK, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADES INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. JAMES M. COLLINS, JR., 0000. 
BRIG. GEN. ROBERT W. SMITH III, 0000. 

To be Brigadier General 

COL. DENNIS J. LAICH, 0000. 
COL. ROBERT B. OSTENBERG, 0000. 
COL. RONALD D. SILVERMAN, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be major general 

ROBERT E. ARMBRUSTER, 
JR., 0000 

JOSEPH L. BERGANTZ, 0000 
WILLIAM L. BOND, 0000 
COLBY M. BROADWATER III, 

0000 
RICHARD A. CODY, 0000 
JOHN M. CURRAN, 0000 
DELL L. DAILEY, 0000 
JOHN J. DEYERMOND, 0000 
LARRY J. DODGEN, 0000 
JAMES M. DUBIK, 0000 
RICHARD A. HACK, 0000 
RUSSEL L. HONORE, 0000 
RODERICK J. ISLER, 0000 
TERRY E. JUSKOWIAK, 0000 

GEOFFREY C. LAMBERT, 
0000 

JAMES J. LOVELACE, JR., 
0000 

WADE H. MCMANUS, JR., 
0000 

WILLIAM H. RUSS, 0000 
WALTER L. SHARP, 0000 
TONEY STRICKLIN, 0000 
JOHN R. VINES, 0000 
ROBERT W. WAGNER, 0000 
CRAIG B. WHELDON, 0000 
R. STEVEN WHITCOMB, 0000 
ROBERT WILSON, 0000 
JOSEPH L. YAKOVAC, JR., 

0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be brigadier general, Chaplain Corps 

COL. DAVID H. HICKS, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. THOMAS N. BURNETTE, JR., 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. BILLY K. SOLOMON, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be brigadier general 

HARRY B. AXSON, JR., 0000 
GUY M. BOURN, 0000 
RONALD L. BURGESS, JR., 

0000 
REMO BUTLER, 0000 
WILLIAM B. CALDWELL, IV., 

0000 
RANDAL R. CASTRO, 0000 
STEPHEN J. CURRY, 0000 
ROBERT L. DECKER, 0000 
ANN E. DUNWOODY, 0000 
WILLIAM C. FEYK, 0000 
LESLIE L. FULLER, 0000 
DAVID F. GROSS, 0000 
EDWARD M. HARRINGTON, 

0000 
KEITH M. HUBER, 0000 
GALEN B. JACKMAN, 0000 
JEROME JOHNSON, 0000 
RONALD L. JOHNSON, 0000 
JOHN F. KIMMONS, 0000 
WILLIAM M. LENAERS, 0000 

TIMOTHY D. LIVSEY, 0000 
JAMES A. MARKS, 0000 
MICHAEL R. MAZZUCCHI, 

0000 
STANLEY A. MC CHRYSTAL, 

0000 
DAVID F. MELCHER, 0000 
DENNIS C. MORAN, 0000 
ROGER NADEAU, 0000 
CRAIG A. PETERSON, 0000 
JAMES H. PILLSBURY, 0000 
GREGORY J. PREMO, 0000 
KENNETH J. QUINLAN, JR., 

0000 
FRED D. ROBINSON, JR., 0000 
JAMES E. SIMMONS, 0000 
STEPHEN M. SPEAKES, 0000 
EDGAR E. STANTON III, 0000 
RANDAL M. TIESZEN, 0000 
BENNIE E. WILLIAMS, 0000 
JOHN A. YINGLING, 0000 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 14947 June 30, 1999 
IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR-
TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. CARLTON W. FULFORD, JR., 0000. 

IN THE NAVY 
THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 

IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

DAVID J. ANTANITUS, 0000 
DALE E. BAUGH, 0000 
RICHARD E. BROOKS, 0000 
EVAN M. CHANIK, JR., 0000 
BARRY M. COSTELLO, 0000 
KIRKLAND H. DONALD, 0000 
DENNIS M. DWYER, 0000 
MARK J. EDWARDS, 0000 
BRUCE B. ENGELHARDT, 

0000 
TOM S. FELLIN, 0000 
JAMES B. GODWIN III, 0000 
CHARLES H. JOHNSTON, 

JR., 0000 
JOHN M. KELLY, 0000 
STEVEN A. KUNKLE, 0000 
WILLIE C. MARSH, 0000 
GEORGE E. MAYER, 0000 

JOHN G. MORGAN, JR., 0000 
DENNIS G. MORRAL, 0000 
ERIC T. OLSON, 0000 
JAMES J. QUINN, 0000 
ANN E. RONDEAU, 0000 
FREDERICK R. RUEHE, 0000 
LINDELL G. RUTHERFORD, 

0000 
JOHN D. STUFFLEBEEM, 

0000 
WILLIAM D. SULLIVAN, 0000 
GERALD L. TALBOT, JR., 

0000 
HAMLIN B. TALLENT, 0000 
RICHARD P. TERPSTRA, 0000 
THOMAS J. WILSON III, 0000 
JAMES M. ZORTMAN, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be rear admiral 

REAR ADM. (LH) RAYMOND A. ARCHER III, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) JUSTIN D. MC CARTHY, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVAL RESERVE TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

CAPT. DAROLD F. BIGGER, 0000. 
CAPT. FENTON F. PRIEST III, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

CAPT. DONALD C. ARTHUR, JR., 0000. 
CAPT. LINDA J. BIRD, 0000. 
CAPT. MICHAEL K. LOOSE, 0000. 
CAPT. RICHARD A. MAYO, 0000. 
CAPT. JOSEPH P. VANLANDINGHAM, JR., 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVAL RESERVE TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

CAPT. ROBERT M. CLARK, 0000. 
CAPT. MARK M. HAZARA, 0000. 
CAPT. JOHN R. HINES, JR., 0000. 
CAPT. JAMES MANZELMANN, JR., 0000. 
CAPT. NOEL G. PRESTON, 0000. 
CAPT. HOWARD K. UNRUH, JR., 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be admiral 

VICE ADM. VERNON E. CLARK, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be admiral 

VICE ADM. THOMAS B. FARGO, 0000. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING * RAAN R. 
AALGAARD, AND ENDING STEVEN R. ZWICKER, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 26, 
1999. 

IN THE ARMY 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING MICHAEL R. COLLYER, 
AND ENDING RENEE M. PONCE, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 19, 1999. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS A PERMANENT PROFESSOR OF THE UNITED STATES 
MILITARY ACADEMY IN THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 4333(B): 

To be lieutenant colonel 

MICHAEL L. MC GINNIS, 0000. 

IN THE COAST GUARD 

THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUAL FOR PERMANENT AP-
POINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED 
STATES COAST GUARD UNDER TITLE 14, U.S.C., SECTION 
211: 

To be lieutenant 

JAMES W. SEEMAN, 0000 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED LIMITED DUTY OFFICER FOR 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE 
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTION 624: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

LOSTON E. CARTER, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES MA-
RINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

JACK A. MABERRY, 0000 

IN THE NAVY 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING SYLVESTER P. 
ABRAMOWICZ, JR., AND ENDING SHELLEY W. S. YOUNG, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
APRIL 21, 1999. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING BRUCE A. ABBOTT, 
AND ENDING BERTRAND L. ZELLER, WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 21, 1999. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING THOMAS ABERNETHY, 
AND ENDING PAUL M. ZIEGLER, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 21, 1999. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING SEVAK ADAMIAN, AND 
ENDING JOHN E. YOUNG, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RE-
CEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 12, 1999. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be captain 

THEODORE H. BROWN, 0000 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING RICHARD W. BAUER, 
AND ENDING DEREK K. WEBSTER, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 26, 1999. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING ROBERT A. YOUREK, 
AND ENDING LORENZO D. BROWN, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 26, 1999. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING DOUGLAS G. 
MAC CREA, AND ENDING MLADEN K. VRANJICAN, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MAY 26, 
1999. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUAL FOR APPOINT-
MENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES 
NAVAL RESERVE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be captain 

JAMES N. FRAME, 0000 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING NILS S. ERIKSON, AND 
ENDING EDWARD C. ZEIGLER, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 7, 1999. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING THOR D. AAKRE, AND 
ENDING MARY M. ZUROWSKI, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE 
RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 7, 1999. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING SHEILA A. R. ROBBINS, 
AND ENDING DANIEL E. WILBURN, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JUNE 9, 1999. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
PRIVATE ACTIVITY BOND 

CLARIFICATION ACT OF 1999

HON. TOM DeLAY 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, today I introduce 
the Private Activity Bond Clarification Act of 
1999. This legislation, which will clarify exist-
ing law with respect to the use of tax exempt 
bonds, is needed to protect taxpayer dollars 
from being used to subsidize essentially pri-
vate activities. The bill will also ensure a level 
playing field for other businesses which are 
excluded from, or do not seek, subsidies from 
the American taxpayer through tax-exempt 
bond financing. 

As most of our colleagues know, interest on 
bonds issued by State and local governments 
is generally exempt from federal income tax. 
The federal tax exemption allows the bonds to 
carry lower interest rates, which in turn lowers 
the cost of borrowing. State and local govern-
ments are then better able to finance schools, 
roads, public transportation and other public 
infrastructure projects. 

At the same time, federal tax law and regu-
lations issued by the Treasury Department 
have been carefully tailored—as they should 
be—to ensure that this tax exemption is not 
abused for private gain. Tax-exempt bonds 
should not be used to give private individuals 
or businesses a preferential benefit at the ex-
pense of the American taxpayer. 

For example, under current law, if facilities 
financed with State and local government 
bonds are used more than 10 percent of the 
time directly, or indirectly, in a trade or busi-
ness by a private person or business, the IRS 
may consider the bonds ‘‘private activity 
bonds’’ and interest paid on them generally 
will not be excluded from a bondholder’s tax-
able income. For purposes of determining 
whether this 10 percent test is met, use of a 
financed facility is treated as a direct use of 
the proceeds, and any activity carried on by a 
private person is treated as a trade or busi-
ness. When a financed facility is used by sev-
eral private persons, use by all private entities 
is aggregated for purposes of determining 
whether the 10% private business use thresh-
old is met. 

For the most part, private business use of a 
facility is only deemed to occur if a private 
person, group, or business has a special legal 
entitlement to the use of the financed facility 
under an arrangement with the state or local 
government that issued the bonds. Typically, 
such an arrangement would involve the own-
ership or lease of the facility, or a manage-
ment contract involving the facility, that grants 
priority rights in using the facility. 

Although it appears that existing tax law, as 
interpreted by the Treasury regulations, may 
be adequate to assure that all businesses and 

members of the general public are treated fair-
ly in matters involving the use of facilities con-
structed with tax-exempt bonds adoption of 
the legislation I introduce today to codify key 
elements of the regulatory rules will help to 
ensure that this valuable—and costly—tax 
subsidy is not misused for the benefit of pri-
vate individuals instead of the taxpayers. I em-
phasize that the bill leaves the ultimate deter-
mination as to whether the law has been vio-
lated in a specific case up to the IRS as it is 
under current law. 

You see, Mr. Speaker, while tax-exempt 
bond financing is largely carried out in a man-
ner consistent with the purposes set forth in 
the tax law and regulations, as with just about 
any federal program in which a tax subsidy is 
involved, there are always those who are look-
ing for ways to ‘‘push the envelope’’ to gain 
the benefit of a tax subsidy for their own pri-
vate business purposes. 

The impetus for this legislation was prompt-
ed by press reports of a proposal to build, with 
tax-exempt bonds, a massive new Convention 
Center in Las Vegas. However, my concern is 
not with that community per se, but rather with 
the potential implications for all American tax-
payers, and the potential precedent which 
could be established, should financing of this 
facility go forth in the face of statutes and reg-
ulations which suggest it should be ineligible 
for tax-exempt treatment. 

According to press reports, a group of pri-
vate businesses referred to as the Consor-
tium, is currently seeking to take advantage of 
tax-exempt bond financing to promote con-
struction in Las Vegas of a new 1.3 million 
square foot convention center, which when 
completed, will be one of the largest such fa-
cilities in the country. It will be larger than the 
Astrodome, the George R. Brown Convention 
Center, the Dallas Convention Center and 
even the Javits Center in New York. 

I understand that once ground is broken for 
this facility, the members of the Consortium 
who have worked with local authorities to de-
velop this facility will be provided with pref-
erential rights to lease the facility for the pur-
pose of putting on money-making trade 
shows. These preferential rights will allow 
Consortium members to ‘‘lock up’’ more than 
60 percent of the available rentable days for 
the new facility each year through 2009. Fur-
thermore, from a business standpoint, the spe-
cific dates to be ‘‘locked up’’ by the Consor-
tium are more valuable than those that will be 
left over for use by others. In effect, the bene-
fits of the federal subsidy utilized in financing 
this facility are being largely transferred to the 
handful of businesses comprising this Consor-
tium. 

The situation in Las Vegas raises the possi-
bility that the lack of a specific definition of 
‘‘related parties’’ may lead bond issuing au-
thorities and their counsel to mistakenly con-
clude that only those business users related 
by law (e.g., corporations and their wholly-

owned subsidiaries) are to be treated as ‘‘re-
lated parties.’’ Such a narrow, legalistic inter-
pretation could result in bonds being wrong-
fully issued in instances where, as in this 
case, a principal purpose for which the facility 
is being financed is for the use of a group of 
private parties who are related in fact. Parties 
that are not related by law can nevertheless 
by agreement act in such concert that they 
should, and presumably would, be treated by 
the IRS as related parties. 

Mr. Speaker, allow me at this point to reit-
erate that my concern here is not Las Vegas 
per se. However, I will point out that the new 
facility financed with the use of these federally 
tax-exempt bonds will both compete with con-
vention facilities in Houston, and ‘‘lock in’’ to 
Las Vegas through 2009 these trade shows, 
effectively denying Houston and other commu-
nities the opportunity to attract these conven-
tions to our region. 

In any event, it should be obvious that Con-
gress did not intend to provide carte blanche 
to private businesses to band together to fa-
cilitate construction of a tax-exempt financed 
facility—which would then be largely made 
available to those businesses for their own 
commercial purposes. The legislation I intro-
duce today will protect the taxpayer’s interest 
in this regard by simply clarifying the definition 
of ‘‘related parties’’ already found in the Treas-
ury regulations that implement the ‘‘private 
business use’’ limitations in the tax code. 

My bill would enable the IRS, acting on a 
case-by-case basis, to determine that parties 
should be treated as ‘‘related parties’’ if they 
have at any time acted in concert to negotiate 
an arrangement to facilitate the financing of a 
property financed with tax-exempt bonds, and 
enter into preferential arrangements for the 
use of such property. The collective use of a 
facility by related parties would be aggregated 
when applying the 30 and 90 days safe har-
bors (and the 180 days general limitation) 
found in the IRS’ current regulations. 

I will point out that local governments can of 
course continue to avoid any potential uncer-
tainty about the rules on ‘‘related parties’’ by 
applying for an advance ruling by the IRS that 
the limitations on ‘‘related parties’’ do not 
apply to their particular proposals. 

To protect the interests of the American tax-
payer, and to assure a level playing field for 
private business, it is important that Congress 
act to clarify the rules governing tax-exempt 
bond financing so that potentially hundreds of 
millions of dollars in of tax-exempt bonds are 
not mistakenly issued—whether in Las Vegas 
or elsewhere. So as to put the public on no-
tice, and to help prevent any bond from being 
issued based on a mistaken interpretation of 
the rules governing private activity bonds, the 
legislation would apply to bonds issued after 
July 1, 1999. 
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PROBLEMS IN PANAMA 

HON. ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA 
OF AMERICAN SAMOA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to inform our colleagues and our great Nation 
of important, recent developments in Latin 
America. 

As you may be aware, Mr. Speaker, the 
country of Panama held its elections on May 
2, 1999, which resulted in the selection of 
Panama’s first female president, the Honor-
able Mireya Moscoso. President-elect 
Moscoso will be inaugurated into office this 
September 1st. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a very positive develop-
ment in Panama’s progression to true demo-
cratic governance, for which the good people 
of that nation should be deeply congratulated. 
However, Mr. Speaker, the good news is over-
shadowed by the fact that the influence and 
policies of Panama’s current president, 
Ernesto Perez Balladares, will likely continue 
for some time to control key government 
agencies. 

Mr. Speaker, I find it troubling that Mr. 
Balladares wields a shadowy influence over 
the Moscoso administration through his control 
of political appointees he has selected for crit-
ical positions in the government—appointees 
whose terms of office will continue long after 
Mr. Balladares has stepped down as Pan-
ama’s President. 

Mr. Speaker, our colleagues should under-
stand this is crucial because the recent elec-
tion results are a positive sign that may signifi-
cantly influence the future course of U.S.-Pan-
amanian relations as Washington enters a crit-
ical time, the final transitional period for relin-
quishing control over the Panama Canal. 

Mr. Speaker, President-elect Moscoso 
should be allowed to represent the will of the 
good people of Panama, unhindered by polit-
ical handcuffs from prior administrations. 

On that subject, Mr. Speaker, I recommend 
the following research memorandum which 
was authored by Dr. Brittmarie Janson Perez, 
a Panamanian anthropologist who is a fellow 
at the Institute of Latin american Studies at 
the University of Texas. 

Dr. Perez also holds a senior research fel-
lowship at the prestigious Council of Hemi-
spheric Affairs (COHA), which is based in 
Washington under the leadership of Director 
Larry Birns, a respected, longtime advocate 
for democracy and human rights in Latin 
America. The attached article represents an 
updated version of Dr. Perez’ work, which 
originally appeared in COHA’s biweekly publi-
cation, the Washington Report on the Hemi-
sphere. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge our colleagues to read 
this timely article which addresses the need to 
observe upcoming events in Panama to en-
sure that the Moscoso administration is able to 
constructively impact the direction in which 
Panama develops, despite strong and likely 
non-productive opposition from pro-Perez 
Balladares partisans.

PANAMA ELECTIONS DO NOT SEND A CLEAR 
SIGNAL 

(By Dr. Brittmarie Janson Pérez) 

A few days before Panama’s May 2 presi-
dential elections, a cartoon in a local news-
paper depicted President Ernesto Pérez 
Balladares squirming on a throne and moan-
ing, ‘‘Nobody is looking at me.’’ On election 
day, the man whose regime has been labeled 
a ‘‘civilian dictatorship,’’ tried to steal the 
limelight by telling the French news agency 
AFP that he wanted to be president again. 
However, his ambitions were destined to be 
postponed for at least 10 years when Pérez 
Balladares’ move amending the constitution 
which would allow him to immediately run 
again, was resoundingly defeated in a ref-
erendum last year. 

Nevertheless, he will cast a long shadow on 
the administration of president-elect Mireya 
Moscoso, the victorious opposition can-
didate. Through is appointees, known for 
their eagerness to comply with his wishes, 
Pérez Balladres, on a de facto basis, will be 
able to control the Supreme Court, the At-
torney General’s office, the Electoral Tri-
bunal and the Technical Judicial Police dur-
ing the Moscoso administration. To make 
matters worse, thanks to millions of dollars 
supplied by his regime over the past five 
years to legislators of ruling Revolutionary 
Democratic (PRD) to spend in their respec-
tive districts, Pérez Balladares’ party has re-
tained its majority in the National Assem-
bly. 

PRESENT ECONOMIC SITUATION 

The lame duck leader’s ongoing influence 
within the government structure could bode 
no good for any hopes of the new leadership 
to blunt the costly neoliberal reforms he vig-
orously implemented while in power. As else-
where in the hemisphere, economic 
globalization has tended to benefit foreign 
investors and the local elite, but does not ap-
pear to be arresting the impoverishment of 
the rural campesinos as well as the urban 
lower and middle sectors. For example, while 
non-traditional agricultural exports such as 
melons and watermelons was increasing, the 
market for local beef, potatoes, vegetables 
and other traditional products was shrinking 
due to cheap competitive imports. The power 
of labor unions was also being seriously un-
dercut by restrictive reforms enacted by 
Pérez Balladares. His privatization of the 
state-run telephone company resulted in 
higher rates for the lower and middle urban 
sectors, which has caused an appreciable 
hardship on their lifestyle. 

In the recent electoral campaign, expecta-
tions were raised that the worst effects of 
Pérez Balladares’ policies could be remedied 
at the polls. All three presidential can-
didates—Moscoso as head of the Amulfista 
Party in the Union for Panama coalition; 
Martin Torrijos, the son of the late authori-
tarian ruler, who became the PRD candidate 
in the New Nation coalition after Pérez 
Balladares’ referendum bid to allow him to 
run again had failed; and Alberto Vallarino, 
a banker who split from the Amulfista Party 
and formed the Opposition Action coalition 
with the support of the Christian Demo-
crats—addressed economic issues from dif-
ferent perspectives, and made numerous 
promises aimed at ending the dreary status 
quo. 

Already educators are warning Moscoso 
that if she now decides to implement policies 
that are harmful to the poor (who made up 
the bulk of her supporters), she can except 
street protests once she is inaugurated. Yet, 
Moscow’s power to implement important 

economic pallatives is limited by overseas 
accords signed by Pérez Balladares with the 
international lending agencies. Also, pro-
spective social investments by her adminis-
tration likely have been jeopardized due to 
the legacy of profligate spending by Pérez 
Balladares in order to curry political favor. 
Her power to govern, even to maintain fun-
damental public order, will be restricted by 
his lingering influence over critical govern-
ment institutions whose proper functioning 
could have made a difference. 

DIVIDING UP THE SPOILS 

Pérez Balladares’ inaugural speech, which 
contained promises of austerity in public 
spending and transparency in government 
were given short shrift, eventually producing 
widespread mistrust of him among the citi-
zenry, who nicknamed him ‘‘Pinocchio.’’ He 
had resurrected Manuel Noriega’s discredited 
political vehicle, the PRD, with the aid of 
some of the more notorious members of the 
now Miami-jailed dictator’s coterie. Upon 
taking office in 1994, Pérez Balladares par-
doned hundreds of PRD members and mili-
tary personnel who were facing charges of 
murder, torture, and embezzling state funds 
during the Noriega era. Some individuals 
were even appointed to his cabinet. He also 
made questionable appointments to the 
boards of independent government agencies, 
including the Panama Canal Authority 
(ACP) and the Administration of the Inter-
oceanic Region (ARI), the last-named body 
using entrusted with the disposition of canal 
properties transferred to Panama as the U.S. 
relinquishes control over the facility. 

Pérez Balladres is particularly vulnerable 
to accusations of malfeasance regarding the 
process used to dispose of former canal prop-
erties. Thanks to his party’s legislative 
steamroller, he was able to change the ARI’s 
charter, stripping the institution of its all-
important independence. Increasing the 
ARI’s board of directors to his personal sat-
isfaction, Pérez Balladres ousted an ARI ad-
ministrator known for his honesty and firm 
hand, and Nicholás Ardito Baletta, a highly 
controversial World Bank official who was 
‘‘elected’’ president of Panama through a 
Noriega-orchestrated electoral fraud in 1984. 
In this way, he was able to obtain oversight 
of the transfer of the ‘‘treasure of Panama,’’ 
the properties, installations and land adja-
cent to the Canal, whose value has been con-
servatively estimated at over $4 billion by 
the U.S. ambassador to Panama. 

Nevertheless, it is unlikely that he or his 
agents will be held accountable for their 
questionable actions involving numerous al-
legations of moral turpitude. On the con-
trary, the institutions and offices over which 
Pérez Balladares and his party will continue 
to exercise influence, likely will be used to 
harass the president-elect at every turn. 

CHANGES TO BE PURSUED UNDER THE NEW 
GOVERNMENT 

There is a widespread clamor in Panama to 
significantly alter or replace the 1972 Con-
stitution imposed during the dictatorship of 
Gen. Torrijos, and amended under the aegis 
of the two military leaders who followed 
him, Generals Rubén D. Paredes and Manuel 
Noriega. Critics charge that it grants exces-
sive powers to the executive branch at the 
expense of the legislature. Paradoxically, the 
PRD’s predictably obstructionist legislative 
majority will oblige the president-elect to 
renege on her campaign promise to democ-
ratize Panama through giving more power to 
the national assembly. Observers note that if 
she does not make ample use of the range of 
powers with which the military dictatorships 
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purposively endowed the executive branch, 
she will, in effect, be unable to govern the 
country. 

President-elect Moscoso has outgrown the 
charges made against her of being a decora-
tive figure who inherited a titular role in the 
party because of her late husband, Pres. 
Arnulfo Arias. This image along with other 
factors marred her prospects in the 1994 pres-
idential campaign, which she lost to Pérez 
Balladares. Since then, she has made herself 
known throughout Panama by waging a tire-
less grassroots campaign, touring city and 
countryside to keep in touch with Panama-
nians of all stations. She proved her grit in 
intra-party squabbles when she snuffed out 
Alberto Vallarino’s 1998 challenge her rule in 
her party’s presidential primaries. 

It is unfair to her and the Panamanian 
people that the country is almost doomed to 
remain a victim of the baleful and corrupt 
legacies of past dictatorships, and that Pérez 
Balladares and his PRD could jeopardize the 
administrative of the first woman president 
of Panama, who will also assume, in the 
name of her country, responsibilities of run-
ning the Panama Canal.

f

CELEBRATING THE RICH HISTORY 
OF NORTHPORT, MICHIGAN 

HON. BART STUPAK 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
call your attention to the small community of 
Northport, a unique and rustic village on the 
beautiful Leelanau Peninsula in northwestern 
Lower Michigan. This richly diverse commu-
nity, which draws its heritage from Native 
Americans and many other cultures, is cur-
rently celebrating its 150th birthday with a 
schedule of festivities that will last more than 
a month. 

The celebration began on June 11 with a re-
enactment of the event that would lead to the 
creation of the village, the 1849 landing of 
Rev. George and Arvilla Smith, accompanied 
by Chief Peter Wakazoo and more than 40 
families, most of them Native American. 

As local lore relates, the town experienced 
a population boom in the mid-1800s after Dea-
con Joseph Dame wrote to the New York Trib-
une, extolling the benefits of the area. By 
1859, according to the Sesquicentennial bro-
chure, ‘‘Northport was the largest community 
in northwest Michigan, with 400 residents, two 
wharfs, five general stores, three hotels, sev-
eral saloons, a sawmill and the first organized 
school district in Leelanau County.’’

As part of the festivities, residents and visi-
tors can take a walking tour of the community, 
viewing the homes of early settlers whose 
lives were intertwined with Northport’s 15 dec-
ades of history. Typical of such homes is that 
of the Eli Bordeaux family, which was on its 
way to Frankfort, Mich., by boat in 1867 when 
a storm forced them to take shelter in the 
Northport Harbor. As the guide books relate, 
family members liked what they saw and de-
cided to stay. Eli, a farmer, built the home, 
which remains today. 

This story and this home, Mr. Speaker, are 
just a small part of the rich heritage of the 
community represented in this walking tour. 

Many other events, including an original 
drama, a powwow presented by the Grand 
Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indi-
ans, and an ongoing exhibit of community arti-
facts in a rehabilitated civic building are just 
part of the many weeks’ activities. 

When communities like Northport hold such 
celebrations, they certainly have in mind a 
goal of promoting the event to attract visitors, 
many of them perhaps visiting for the first 
time. Northport’s events, however, are a true 
celebration for the residents themselves of a 
rich and unique heritage on a peninsula 
whose name means ‘‘delight of life.’’ The 
name reflects not only the picturesque com-
munity and the surrounding area, but also the 
wonderfully moderated temperatures caused 
by the surrounding water. In fact, despite its 
location more than halfway to the North Pole, 
both tourism and fruit production are vital parts 
of the area’s economy. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my House col-
leagues to join me in congratulating this spe-
cial community in my district, the 1st Congres-
sional District of Michigan, and in wishing its 
residents joy in their celebration and a future 
that continues rich in those intangibles that 
have created its wonderful quality of life. 

f

IN RECOGNITION OF WILLIE LEE 
GLASS 

HON. RALPH M. HALL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a truly fine American—
Mrs. Willie Lee Glass of Tyler, TX—who died 
May 2, 1999. In honor of her tireless efforts in 
the East Texas area, Mrs. Glass received 
many awards and accolades including, the 
People of Vision award and induction into the 
Texas Women’s Hall of Fame. 

Mrs. Glass was born August 24, 1910, in 
Nacogdoches, TX, to the late E.J. and Mary 
Campbell, both educators. She left 
Nacogdoches to attend Prairie View A&M and 
later received her master’s degree from Iowa 
State. As a result of her strong family back-
ground in education, Willie returned to East 
Texas to serve as a homemaking consultant 
for the Texas Education Agency. She was 
also an active member of the Texas College 
Board of Trustees, the American Red Cross, 
the University of Texas at Tyler Foundation, 
and the Stephen F. Austin University Founda-
tion. She was presented numerous tributes 
from the people of East Texas such as induc-
tion into the Nacogdoches Heritage Festival 
Hall of Fame and recognition as a Philan-
thropy Day Awards Outstanding Volunteer 
honoree. 

Mrs. Glass was preceded in death by her 
husband, Dr. D.R. Glass, a 30-year president 
of Texas College. They were both members of 
the St. Paul CME Church. Willie’s passion for 
education still runs deep even after her death, 
as a memorial scholarship has recently been 
established in her name at Texas College. 

Mr. Speaker, as we adjourn today, let us do 
so in honor and in respect for this truly out-
standing American—Mrs. Willie Lee Glass. 

HONORING BRUNDIDGE VFW POST 
7055 FOR EXEMPLARY SERVICE 
TO VETERANS 

HON. TERRY EVERETT 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
spotlight public service efforts of a veterans 
organization in my Southeast Alabama con-
gressional district which I feel are truly exem-
plary. 

Veterans of Foreign Wars Post 7055 in 
Brundidge, Alabama has volunteered its time, 
talents and resources to construct a fitting me-
morial on the grave site of a deceased veteran 
renowned in life for his generosity and self-
lessness. 

When the members of VFW Post 7055 
learned that the grave site of former veteran 
and Presidential ‘‘Point of Light,’’ J.D. Wil-
liams, was largely ignored, they sprang into 
action. 

To honor the late veteran who before had 
spent decades selflessly decorating the graves 
of other veterans, VFW Post 7055 placed new 
coping and chipped marble on his humble 
Pike County, Alabama grave site and topped 
it off with a permanent American flag pole. 

Their future plans include adding a bronze 
plaque to honor the memory of this remark-
able veteran who was known for decorating at 
his own expense literally thousands of South-
east Alabama veteran graves with flags and 
white wooden crosses 

The late J.D. Williams’ selflessness earned 
him national recognition some ten years ago 
as one of President George Bush’s ‘‘Points of 
Light.’’ He passed away in July of 1994 and 
was buried in Union Hill Cemetery near Troy, 
Alabama. 

According to a recent article in The Pike 
County News, ‘‘the Brundidge VFW Post has 
made it a perpetual organizational project to 
upgrade, beautify and maintain Mr. Williams’ 
grave site.’’

I join the U.S. House of Representatives in 
commending the membership of the 
Brundidge, Alabama VFW Post 7055 for their 
generosity and patriotism. 

f

RECOGNIZING THE CONTRIBU-
TIONS OF NACOGDOCHES COUN-
TY ELECTED OFFICIALS 

HON. JIM TURNER 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
recognition of three extraordinary East Tex-
ans: Robert Spencer, Dorothy Tigner and 
Eddie Upshaw, all elected law officials in 
Nacogdoches County which I represent as 
part of Texas’ Second Congressional District. 

In an age where community action and poli-
tics are often, unfortunately, viewed with an in-
different or cynical eye, it is both uplifting and 
inspiring to encounter instances where public 
servants, through their professional efforts in 
and for the community, earn for themselves 
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the gratitude and high regard of their fellow 
citizens. This is certainly true in the case of 
these three public officials who were recently 
awarded recognition by their peers and col-
leagues in the Commissioners’ Court of 
Nacogdoches County. 

County citizens are fortunate to have work-
ing on their behalf individuals such as Mr. 
Robert Spencer, who as the first African-
American Justice of the Peace in 
Nacogdoches County, has played an integral 
role in educating the community’s children on 
the dangers of drug use and school truancy. 
Prior to his election to this post, Mr. Spencer 
also served as a Deputy Sheriff in 
Nacogdoches County. His colleagues in the 
community have duly recognized his valuable 
work to establish and facilitate improved com-
munication between the court system and law 
enforcement centers in the area. 

Nacogdoches County organizations and 
boards truly have a friend in Dorothy Tigner, 
who was elected last year to serve as Justice 
of the Peace. As such she is the first woman 
to serve in this post. Prior to this, Ms. Tigner 
served for 5 years as the Administrative Court 
Assistant for the 145th Judicial District Court. 
In what must be limited free time, Dorothy 
Tigner plays an active role in the community, 
serving in several public service organizations 
including the Nacogdoches County Child Wel-
fare Board and the Nacogdoches County 
Community Justice Counsel. 

A graduate of the East Texas Police Acad-
emy, Mr. Eddie Upshaw plays an integral role 
in the daily law enforcement activities of 
Nacogdoches County. Following 9 years spent 
with the Nacogdoches Police Department, Mr. 
Upshaw went on to work for the Nacogdoches 
County Sheriff’s Department. In 1992, voters 
made evident their support of his efforts by 
electing Eddie Upshaw to the post of County 
Constable. He is the first African-American to 
serve in this post and continues in his impor-
tant work to reduce truancy in County schools. 
In addition, Mr. Upshaw’s numerous articles 
regarding the civil aspect of law enforcement 
have been published in local newspapers. 

I’m sure my Texas colleagues join me in 
paying tribute to these three individuals. Their 
past experience and continuing accomplish-
ments in the public service realm are a credit 
to the community in which they serve, and we 
wish them well in the journey and challenges 
which surely lie on the path ahead. 

f

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE 
COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT ACT 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, twenty-two 
years ago, the U.S. Congress voted to enact 
the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA). 
Since that time, the provisions of CRA have 
provided unparalleled economic opportunity in 
the poorest of our country’s communities. In 
the inner-city neighborhoods of Cleveland, 
families are realizing the dream of home-
ownership, real estate markets are rising and 
small businesses are breathing new life into 

areas once redlined and hopeless. With the in-
vestments sparked by CRA, Cleveland has le-
veraged a higher quality of life in these neigh-
borhoods and established a solid infrastructure 
to support economic growth throughout the 
area. It is estimated that CRA has resulted in 
investment commitments of $3.1 billion for 
community development efforts in Cleveland. 
Nationally, CRA has spurred investments total-
ing more than one trillion dollars in cities and 
rural areas across the country. Today, I urge 
my colleagues to continue our commitment to 
growth and stability in the underserved com-
munities of America by protecting and 
strengthening CRA through the financial mod-
ernization legislation. In this time of great eco-
nomic prosperity, it is our sacred trust to guar-
antee that hope and opportunity are extended 
to all Americans, in every community and in 
every neighborhood. 

f

VETERANS ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
AND SMALL BUSINESS DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 1999

SPEECH OF 

HON. ENI F. H. FALEOMAVAEGA 
OF AMERICAN SAMOA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 29, 1999

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 1568, a bill to estab-
lish an office of Veterans Business Develop-
ment within the Small Business Administration. 

Mr. Speaker, our nation again finds itself in 
a position of being unable to meet the recruit-
ing goals of its armed services. To make mat-
ters worse, the military departments are also 
finding it difficult to retain service members in 
sufficient numbers to meet authorized man-
power requirements to preserve our national 
defense. 

The causes of these personnel shortages 
are many, but they fall into the general cat-
egory of low pay, long hours, and too much 
time away from home. Many service members 
who do stay in the service long enough to be 
eligible for veterans benefits find it difficult to 
obtain meaningful employment when they get 
out of the service. 

This bill will provide some help in this area. 
The legislation will direct the SBA and VA to 
work together to establish a program to assist 
veterans, including service-disabled veterans, 
through small business development centers. 
These centers would provide training and 
counseling to veterans concerning the forma-
tion, management, financing, marketing and 
operation of small business concerns, provide 
assistance and information regarding procure-
ment opportunities with federal, state and local 
agencies, and compile a list of small busi-
nesses owned and controlled by service-dis-
abled veterans which provide goods or serv-
ices which could be procured by the federal 
government. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an excellent bill which 
addresses an immediate need, and I urge my 
colleagues to support it. 

KINROSS TOWNSHIP CELEBRATES 
ITS CENTENNIAL AND ITS ECO-
NOMIC RECOVERY 

HON. BART STUPAK 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to residents of the Charter Town-
ship of Kinross, who are celebrating their cen-
tennial with a spirit of optimism. The celebra-
tion and the optimism of this northern Michi-
gan community is especially inspiring, Mr. 
Speaker, because Kinross Township continues 
to struggle economically to recover from the 
Air Force decision to turn out the lights and 
turn the key on Kincheloe Air Force Base in 
September 1977. This military departure, 
which occurred far before the formal base clo-
sure program of the early 1990s, left a shell of 
an economy, a ghost of a community, and in-
frastructure and pollution problems that still 
must be dealt with today. 

Kinross Township is working hard on its 
own recovery. The Centennial Ceremonies are 
an affirmation of that effort and a rededication 
to its fulfillment. The Centennial lets many 
township residents look back to their roots in 
the Eastern Upper Peninsula of Michigan, 
where their ancestors settled as lumbermen 
and farmers after the railroad opened up the 
territory. 

Quilting has knit the community together for 
generations, and a special community quilt 
and a community blanket highlighting the 
area’s history are among the Centennial activi-
ties. 

The proximity of the Soo Locks guaranteed 
a U.S. military presence somewhere near 
Sault Ste. Marie to guard this vital facility. The 
locks were an essential link between the Great 
Lakes of Superior and Huron in bringing Great 
Plains wheat and iron ore from Minnesota and 
northern Michigan to lower Midwest ports and 
steel mills. The airport at Kinross was des-
ignated in June 1941, eventually growing to 
become a Strategic Air Command base and 
serving as home to B–52H bombers and KC–
135 tankers. The base was named Kincheloe 
for Air Force Capt. Ivan C. Kincheloe Jr., a 
Michigan native, Korean War ace, and test 
pilot killed in an accident over the Mojave 
Desert in 1956. 

An impact study prepared by the Air Force 
at the time of the closing noted Kincheloe was 
a $55 million per year operation, with a signifi-
cant portion of that funding spent in the local 
area. The impact of the loss of this income on 
the businesses and permanent residents of 
this largely rural area can only be imagined. 

I have worked closely with community offi-
cials in Kinross, Mr. Speaker. Unlike our most 
recent base closing, which have included envi-
ronmental cleanup of military sites before their 
turnover to civilian ownership and operation, 
and which have included large infusions of 
economic aid, the recovery of Kinross has 
been to a large extent a bootstrap effort. We 
have had some joint successes, such as the 
designation of the former base as the nation’s 
first rural site to be designated a ‘‘brownfield,’’ 
and we have worked to obtain funding for the 
former airport, now Chippewa County Inter-
national Airport. 
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It should be noted that, although Kinross al-

ready had its name in the 1880s and had a 
post office for a short time in 1898, it was not 
an established township until a Mr. Albert Cur-
tis, a man with vision and foresight, went to 
the Chippewa County Board of Supervisors in 
Sault Ste. Marie with a request to create a 
township. His proposal rejected, Mr. Curtis 
caught a train for Lansing, where he caught 
the state legislature in session and made the 
same request. Successful in this effort, he re-
turned to Kinross, where he was elected su-
pervisor in the township’s first election, April 3, 
1899. Mr. Curtis was to hold that office on and 
off for 24 of the next 36 years, part of his re-
markable record of service to his community. 

I have confidence, Mr. Speaker, that the 
people of the Charter Township of Kinross will 
one day view the closing of the air base as 
merely another step, albeit a painful one at the 
time, in the unique history of this area. The re-
cent development of extensive snowmobile 
trails, five Michigan Corrections Department 
facilities and thriving area businesses signal a 
resurgence. 

Like the community quilts, the essential fab-
ric of Kinross Township remains intact, and 
new elements continue to be woven into the 
area’s rich history. Mr. Speaker, I invite my 
House colleagues to join me in wishing the 
best for the people of Kinross Township on 
the occasion of their centennial. 

f

IN RECOGNITION OF DAVIDA 
MOUNT EDWARDS 

HON. RALPH M. HALL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay my respects to a truly fine Amer-
ican—Mrs. Davida Mount Edwards of Tyler, 
Texas—who died on Sunday, May 16. Davida 
was a devoted wife and mother, and will be 
dearly missed by those she touched in the 
East Texas area. 

Mrs. Edwards was born September 19, 
1921, in Chico, Texas. Her family later moved 
to Houston where she graduated from Reagan 
High School, in 1939, and later taught home 
economics. She expanded her extensive work 
in education by teaching Adult Homemaking 
Education classes for the Houston Inde-
pendent School District. She also worked with 
the Texas Education Agency as a home-
making supervisor, covering 14 counties 
throughout the great state of Texas. 

Mrs. Edwards’ loving and caring ways 
touched every aspect of her community. She 
was instrumental in forming the East Texas 
School of Nursing through her extensive travel 
within the East Texas area recruiting members 
to fill the first classes. She also assisted in the 
formation of the Robert Craig School of Nurs-
ing at East Texas Baptist University in Mar-
shall, Texas. In addition, Mrs. Edwards served 
in organizations such as the American Asso-
ciation of University Women, the Deborah 
Bible Club, Tyler Women’s Forum, and was a 
48 year member of First Baptist Church where 
she conducted Sunday School classes for 
many years. I always felt a kinship to Davida 

in that her husband, Welby, and I are 
alongtime friends. We are both from Fate, 
Texas, and John Payne and I have kept in 
touch with the Edwards through the years. 

Mr. Speaker, as we adjourn today, let us do 
so in honor and respect for this truly great 
lady, Mrs. Davida Mount Edwards. 

f

TRIBUTE TO MR. J.D. WILLIAMS, A 
TRUE PATRIOT AND PRESI-
DENTIAL ‘‘POINT OF LIGHT’’

HON. TERRY EVERETT 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, as our nation 
prepares to celebrate Independence Day, I 
would like to pay tribute to an American patriot 
who never forgot this country’s veterans. 

Mr. J.D. Williams’ selfless attention to the 
memory of America’s veterans was recently 
highlighted by The Pike County Citizen in 
Troy, Alabama. 

As the newspaper noted: ‘‘Anyone who has 
lived in Pike County . . . no doubt saw the 
late Mr. Williams honoring the memory of mili-
tary veterans by placing American flags and 
white crosses at grave sites of veterans in 
Pike and six surrounding counties. For dec-
ades, practically every day of the week, Mr. 
Williams would visit cemeteries, locate vet-
erans’ graves and, on behalf of his country, 
pay tribute to their service and sacrifice.’’

‘‘Funds to purchase the thousands of flags 
Mr. Williams left at cemeteries came out of his 
own pocket. The thousands of wooden 
crosses he placed near grave markers were 
constructed and painted with his own hands. 
Not only did Mr. Williams leave flags and 
crosses at veterans’ graves, he also would 
clean or repair any unkept grave site.’’

Mr. Williams, the article points out, paid no 
attention to the color of the deceased veteran 
or even if they had served in the Confederate 
Army; just so long as they were veterans. 

It was this remarkable dedication to his fel-
low man and our nation that earned Mr. Wil-
liams national recognition as a ‘‘Point of Light’’ 
from President George Bush some ten years 
ago. 

J.D. Williams passed away in July of 1994, 
but his self sacrifice is now being honored by 
the members of the Veterans of Foreign Wars 
Post 7055 who have recently placed a perma-
nent American pole on his grave. 

At a time in this nation’s history when many 
of our national veterans cemeteries are ne-
glected by our own government, we need 
more people like J.D. Williams. This House 
owes him its thanks. 

f

THE NATIONAL PRESS PHOTOG-
RAPHERS ASSOCIATION’S DAN 
COOKE PIO AWARD OF EXCEL-
LENCE 

HON. STEPHEN HORN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, on July 28, 1995, 
I addressed the House to salute the achieve-

ments of the National Press Photographers 
Association on its 50th anniversary. I said, in 
part:

‘‘Through their experience, they know of 
the necessity for a harmonious working rela-
tionship between the public safety and the 
journalistic communities so that accurate, 
even lifesaving information can be passed on 
very quickly to the waiting public. It is 
through this goal that they created the ‘Na-
tional Media Guide for Emergency & Dis-
aster Incidents.’ ’’

Our nation has continued to face earth-
quakes, floods, fires, tornadoes, and human 
tragedies over these past years. Emergency 
information continues to flow from the scene 
through media representatives to the public 
with life-saving instructions and information. 

Now, two individuals and their Information 
Teams are being honored by the National 
Press Photographers Association. The NPPA 
Government/Media Relations Committee is 
pleased to announce the first recipients of the 
‘‘NPPA Dan Cooke PIO Award of Excellence’’: 
Deputy Sheriff Steve Davis of the Jefferson 
County, Colorado, Sheriff’s Department and 
Assistant Chief Jon Hansen of the Oklahoma 
City, Oklahoma, Fire Department. 

Deputy Sheriff Davis is being honored for 
his work in keeping the public informed during 
the Columbine High School shootings in Colo-
rado. Hansen is cited for his consistent dis-
semination of information over the years, most 
notably during the Oklahoma City Federal Of-
fice Building bombing and the recent torna-
does that killed and injured many people. 

This award is named in memory of Lt. Dan 
Cooke, a Los Angeles Police Department 
Press Relations Officer for 22 years. He re-
tired in 1988 after spending 35 years with the 
department. Cooke was the department’s most 
frequent spokesman on major stories, from 
Presidential visits to infamous crimes that 
made headlines worldwide. In addition, he was 
a technical advisor on many movies and TV 
programs such as ‘‘Dragnet,’’ ‘‘Badge 714,’’ 
and ‘‘Adam 12.’’ He became a personal friend 
to Jack Webb, and Cooke’s Lieutenant’s 
badge is the famous ‘‘714.’’

Dan Cooke’s high standards are ‘‘the best a 
Press Information Officer can be’’, said Bob 
Riha, Jr., a contract photographer with USA 
Today from Long Beach, California, and co-
chair of the Government/Media Relations 
Committee. 

Within minutes of the horrifying Oklahoma 
City bombing in 1995, live broadcasts were 
sent around the world from the scene. Mo-
ments later, information flowed to media rep-
resentatives from Assistant Chief Jon Hansen 
and his Public Information Team to a world-
wide audience for the next several weeks, 24 
hours a day. President Clinton even thanked 
Chief Hansen for his information updates as 
Federal and State resources raced to the 
scene to render aid. 

Recently, when tornadoes cut across Okla-
homa, devastating communities in their path, 
Chief Hansen continued to provide emergency 
public information to his community, our na-
tion, and the world, despite losing his own 
home to the tornadoes. 

The Columbine High School shootings were 
perhaps the most gripping tragedy in our na-
tion in the past several years. As emergency 
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responders arrived at the scene, so did Dep-
uty Sheriff Steve Davis. Once a Media Infor-
mation Center was established, Deputy Davis 
and PIO Team members provided updates 
and information to media representatives as 
often as necessary to keep his community, our 
nation, and the world informed. 

‘‘Public Information Officers like Davis and 
Hansen have set new standards for levels of 
cooperation between the media and public 
safety providers,’’ said co-chair David 
Handschuh, staff photographer with the New 
York Daily News. ‘‘The ultimate benefactor of 
this cooperation is the public, who stays up-
dated and informed in times of crisis.’’

National Press Photographers Association 
President Linda Angelle said, ‘‘Media, police 
and fire personnel work in jobs that require 
them to deal with both traumatic and tragic sit-
uations. Davis and Hansen have been recog-
nized for outstanding work in exceptional cir-
cumstances and will be presented the Cooke 
PIO Award of Excellence at our National Con-
vention in Denver July 2, 1999.’’

Media representatives and Public Informa-
tion Officers serve a vital role in keeping our 
communities and the nation informed in times 
of crisis. I hope that Congress and State Leg-
islatures continue to work together to keep 
that free flow of information open to the public 
through media representatives. 

f

RECOGNIZING THE CONTRIBU-
TIONS OF COLONEL M.B. 
ETHEREDGE 

HON. JIM TURNER 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor a great American, a wonderful patriot 
and fellow Texan, Colonel M.B. Etheredge, 
who after more than 80 years of dedicated 
service to his community, to the State of 
Texas and to this entire Nation, will be hon-
ored by his friends and family members at the 
Family Faith Church in Huntsville, TX, on Sun-
day, July 4, 1999. 

Born in Weldon, TX, Mr. Etheredge grad-
uated from Huntsville High School in 1933. 
Four years later, he received a bachelor of 
Arts Degree from Sam Houston Teacher’s 
College, where he was an active member of 
the Student Council, Captain of the Track 
Team and President of his Senior Class. 

Following graduation from Sam Houston, he 
taught in Sugar Land from 1937 to 1941 and 
then went on to serve as Brazoria County’s 
Superintendent of Schools. In the summer of 
1942, Mr. Etheredge enlisted in the United 
States Army and spent the next four years in 
Africa, Italy and France. Amazingly, but not 
surprising to those who knew him, he earned 
two battlefield promotions and was advanced 
in rank from second lieutenant to captain in 
only 6 days. For his dedication and commit-
ment, he has been awarded three Silver Star 
medals for gallantry in action, two Bronze Star 
medals for heroism and two Purple Heart 
medals, making him one of the most deco-
rated heroes of World War II. He was mus-
tered out of the Army with the highest effi-

ciency index of any officer in the Fourth Army 
Area and now carries the high honor of colo-
nel (Retired) of the United States Army. 

After world War II, Mr. Etheredge completed 
his Master of Arts Degree at Sam Houston 
Teachers College in 1947. He received a Pea-
body Scholarship and did postgraduate work 
at the University of Texas in Austin. Lieutenant 
Colonel Etheredge was elected to three terms 
in the Texas House of Representatives, where 
he served as Chairman of the Education Com-
mittee. He also served two terms as a board 
member of the Huntsville Chamber of Com-
merce, is a past President of the Huntsville 
Rotary Club, taught at Sam Houston State 
University as a Associate Professor of Edu-
cation, and chartered the American Bank of 
Huntsville and the Lake Area Bank of Trinity, 
where he served as Chairman of the Board. 

Mr. Etheredge has made a positive impact 
on the lives of many Americans and personi-
fies the definition of a true and loyal American 
who sets the standard for all citizens to live 
by. He is an outstanding example to his family 
and friends, and has been an asset to the 
many communities, states and nations that he 
has touched over the years. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with sincere gratitude and 
the utmost respect that I rise today to ask that 
you join me and our colleagues in recognizing 
the selfless service of Colonel M.B. Etheredge 
and in saluting the honor and dedication of all 
American servicemen and women on July 4th, 
the birthday of our Nation. 

f

HONORING CAPTAIN JUAN TUDELA 
SALAS 

HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD 
OF GUAM 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take this occasion to commend a man 
who has dedicated over three decades of 
faithful service to the United States Coast 
Guard. Captain Juan Tudela Salas, the first 
Chamorro selected to attend and graduate 
from the United States Coast Guard Academy, 
is slated to retire at the end of this month. 

For over thirty years, Captain Salas distin-
guished himself as one of Guam’s top military 
service members. Having earned a Bachelor 
of Science degree in General Naval Engineer-
ing from the Academy in 1968, he was award-
ed a Coast Guard scholarship that enabled 
him to earn a Master’s Degree in Public Ad-
ministration from the George Washington Uni-
versity. 

In his three decades with the United States 
Coast Guard, Captain Salas amassed an ex-
tensive seagoing record. In addition, he dem-
onstrated expertise in the field of recruiting 
and marketing. He was assigned to the 
USCGC Basswood from 1972 to 1974. Prior 
to being appointed Chief of the Military Re-
cruiting Branch of the Twelfth Coast Guard 
District in San Francisco, Captain Salas 
served on the USCGC Red Birch from 1970 
until 1972. In 1974, he was once again as-
signed to sea duty with the USCGC Resolute. 
From the Resolute, he moved on to Wash-
ington, D.C., in 1976, to serve as Chief of the 

Minority Recruiting Branch at the Coast Guard 
Headquarters. In 1981, he was out at sea 
once again with the USCGC Ute. 

From 1983 until 1986, Captain Salas served 
as the Officer in Charge of the Interdiction Op-
erations Intelligence Center for the Vice Presi-
dent’s National Narcotics Border Interdiction 
system in Miami, Florida. In 1986, he as-
sumed command of the USCGC Lipan. While 
commanding the Lipan, he successfully di-
rected the interdiction of four vessels and the 
seizure of a total of over 20,000 lbs. of mari-
juana and 5,500 lbs. of cocaine. 

Captain Salas was back to recruiting in 
1989. He served his last assignment in this 
field as chief of Recruiting and Job entry Divi-
sion at coast guard Headquarters in Wash-
ington, D.C. As chief, he was responsible for 
the nation’s Coast Guard recruiting programs, 
directing a nationwide force of 280 recruiters. 
He served in this capacity until 1992 when he 
assumed command of the Coast Guard Mari-
anas Section and Marine Safety Office Guam. 
As commander, he has discharged his duties 
in such an exemplary manner that his Oper-
ations Center staff won the Controller of the 
Year Award for the entire coast guard in April, 
1993. He is currently the Deputy Assistant 
Commandant for Coast Guard Civil Rights, as-
suming the position in 1996 after serving as 
Deputy Commander of the Coast Guard Per-
sonnel Command. 

Throughout his career, Captain Salas had 
been awarded 3 Meritorious Service Medals, 2 
Coast Guard Commendation Medals, the 
Coast Guard Achievement Medal, in addition 
to numerous unit and operational awards. Out-
side of the military, he has served on different 
occasions as president of the Guam Society of 
America in Washington, D.C. He has also 
been appointed Honorary Ambassador-at-
Large for the island by the governor of Guam. 

Captain Salas is married to May Camacho 
Sanchez Salas, formerly from the village of 
Barrigada. They have four children. The eld-
est, LTJG Matthew Salas, followed in his fa-
ther’s footsteps by graduating from the Coast 
guard Academy in 1996. 

Captain Salas’ distinguished military career 
is a great source of pride for the people of 
Guam. I congratulate him on his outstanding 
achievements. Together with the people of 
Guam, I join his family in proudly celebrating 
his great accomplishments. I hope that he en-
joys his well-earned retirement and wish him 
the best in his future endeavors. 

f

INDIA CELEBRATES NUKES AND 
DEMONSTRATES INTOLERANCE 

HON. JOHN T. DOOLITTLE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, while our at-
tention has been grabbed by Kosovo and 
China, the situation in India has dropped off 
our radar screen. While we weren’t looking, 
India has been very busy. 

The Indian election campaign began with 
the ruling party celebrating the anniversary of 
its nuclear weapons tests last year. These 
weapons were built out of India’s development 
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budget, as the people’s health and education 
continue to decline and the population outside 
of the Brahmin caste lives in abject poverty. 

Meanwhile, the Indian Defense Minister held 
a meeting looking to find ways to ‘‘stop the 
U.S.,’’ which he called ‘‘vulgarly arrogant.’’ Re-
member that we provide millions of dollars 
each year to help India pay its bills. How ‘‘vul-
garly arrogant.’’ of us! Other countries whose 
representatives attended this meeting included 
Serbia, China, Cuba, Russia, Libya, and Iraq. 

Mr. Speaker, we are talking about a country 
in which there is little respect for religious free-
dom. On May 20, the government placed the 
Jathedar of the Akal Takht, Bhai Ranjit Singh, 
under house arrest. Since Christmas, there 
has been a wave of violence against Chris-
tians. A missionary has been burned to death 
along with his two young sons, nuns have 
been raped, priests have been murdered, and 
Christian churches, prayer halls, and schools 
have been burned to the ground by allies of 
the Indian government. 

As if all that weren’t enough, we have re-
ceived word that Indian intelligence officers in-
terrogated a journalist named Sikhbir Singh 
Osan for 45 minutes. For him to have been 
grilled and harassed by police would have 
been bad enough, but he was harassed by in-
telligence officers after he returned from the 
U.S., Canada, and the U.K., where he covered 
the recent Sikh 300th anniversary marches 
and gave a speech on the persecution of 
Christians. 

The government of India is intolerant and 
anti-American. They do not allow freedom of 
religion or, apparently, of the press. I am 
proud to have joined several of my colleagues 
of both parties in co-sponsoring a resolution 
that calls for a free and fair plebiscite in Pun-
jab, Khalistan on the question of independ-
ence. Freedom is America’s mission. By tak-
ing steps against the anti-American govern-
ment of India, we can help promote and ex-
tend the blessings of liberty to another corner 
of the world. We must get started. 

f

DESIGNATION OF EL CAMINO 
REAL DE LOS TEJAS AS A NA-
TIONAL HISTORIC TRAIL 

HON. CIRO D. RODRIGUEZ 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
privileged to introduce legislation that would 
designate the Camino Real de los Tejas as a 
National Historic Trail. This camino real, or 
royal highway, forged the way for the early de-
velopment of Texas into a Spanish colony, an 
independent Republic, and a state in the 
United States. As the first great highway into 
Texas, this camino real opened the door to 
trade and cultural exchange which continues 
to impact our lives today. 

The State of Texas recognized the critical 
importance of these royal highways in 1929 
when the state legislature designated portions 
of El Camino Real de los Tejas, later known 
as the Old San Antonio Road, as one of 
Texas historic trails. State Highway 21 marks 
the trail’s pathway in many parts of the state 

as do state historical markers. Designation as 
a National Historic Trail would greatly enhance 
the resources available for trail preservation 
and public education of its unique and impor-
tant history. 

The National Park Service completed its 
feasibility study in July 1998 pursuant to PL 
103–145. The study concluded that the pro-
posed trail met all applicable criteria in the Na-
tional Trails System Act (PL 90–543). Last 
Congress, the Senate passed similar legisla-
tion, the Camino Real de los Tejas National 
Historic Trail Act of 1998 (S. 2276). The 
House did not consider this bill nor a com-
panion bill which I introduced in the House 
(HR 4724). 

The bill I am introducing today contains a 
number of important changes from last year’s 
version. In an effort to clarify the intent of the 
legislation and to respond to concerns raised 
during the bill’s consideration last Congress, I 
have worked with the National Park Service to 
add language addressing the concerns of pri-
vate property owners. The bill now states un-
ambiguously that no land or interest in land 
can be acquired by the federal government 
without the willing consent of the owner, that 
the federal government has no authority to 
condemn or appropriate land for the trail, that 
the trail will not be established on the ground 
unless a private property owner voluntarily re-
quests to participate, and that designating the 
trail does not confer any additional authority to 
apply other, non-trail federal laws. These pro-
visions reflect my desire to assuage any con-
cerns that a national historic trail in Texas 
would negatively impact private property own-
ers. In fact, the experience of the other exist-
ing national historic trails suggests just the op-
posite—private property owners can and do 
benefit from participating in the trail program, 
but only if they want to do so. 

The Camino Real de los Tejas as defined in 
this legislation collectively represents a series 
of roads and trails extending for more than 
1,000 miles from Mexico City through Saltillo 
and Monclova in Mexico to Guerrero and La-
redo along the Rio Grande, converging in San 
Antonio, the provincial capital of Texas from 
1772 to 1821, and then heading north and 
east to Los Adeas, the earlier provincial cap-
ital of Texas from 1721 through 1772, now lo-
cated in Louisiana. Beginning as Indian trails 
from the earliest days of human activity in the 
Americas, the trails developed under the 
Spanish as routes of exploration, missionary 
work and colonization. The earliest Spanish 
route stems back to the travels of Alonso de 
León in 1689 and Terán de los Rı́os in 1691. 
During the next 150 years, explorers, traders, 
ranchers, armies and missionaries blazed a 
series of trails through South Texas to San 
Antonio and from San Antonio through East 
Texas and Louisiana. Immigration, from both 
the east and south, traveled along this trans-
portation system. 

These trails gained different names over 
time. In South Texas, beginning at the Pre-
sidio del Rio Grande and ending in San Anto-
nio, we find the Lower Presidio Road, or El 
Camino de en Medio; the Camino Pita; and 
the Upper Presidio Road. A separate Laredo 
Road linked Laredo to San Antonio and the 
Camino Real system. Two major arteries ex-
tended northeastward from San Antonio: the 

Camino de los Tejas along the Balconies Es-
carpment; and the Camino Arriba through the 
Post Oak Savannah. Both of these routes con-
verged again in Nacogdoches, Texas. 

All told, various portions of the Camino Real 
de los Tejas now in the United States extend 
for some 550 miles and together make up ap-
proximately 2,600 miles in combined length. 
They served as critical trade routes, post 
roads, cattle trails, and military highways and 
opened Texas to the world. 

The Camino Real de los Tejas linked the 
Spanish in Mexico to their new outposts in 
East Texas in the late 17th and early 18th 
Centuries. These early settlements provided a 
Spanish presence to counter early French ex-
ploration of Texas. The Mission San Antonio 
de Valero, later known as the Alamo, was es-
tablished along the Camino real route and 
later served as a focal point in the military bat-
tle for Texas independence. Critical supplies 
made their way to the American Colonies dur-
ing the War of Independence via the Camino 
Real de los Tejas trail system. The Camino 
Real de los Tejas road system provided the 
main transportation route for Mexican and 
Texan armies during the Texas Revolution 
and continued to play a major role in future 
military actions. 

Recognizing the significance of the Camino 
Real de los Tejas and its historical importance 
grounds us for the future and provides oppor-
tunities for today. Trail designation will help 
enhance tourism and economic development 
in the many cities and towns along the trail 
system. Local museums and historical sites 
will be given new opportunities for growth. The 
San Antonio Missions National Historical Park, 
an important and beautiful network of missions 
in the San Antonio area, can provide a base 
of operations for trail activities. A number of 
public roads, state parks and national forests 
can provide public access to this important 
piece of our history. As we strive to boost 
international trade, develop our local commu-
nities, and enhance educational opportunities, 
we only have to look to El Camino Real de los 
Tejas for inspiration. 

f

COMMEMORATING THE PECOS 
RODEO 

HON. HENRY BONILLA 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, I am proud to 
represent Pecos, Texas, a community which 
hosts the world renowned rodeo every 4th of 
July week. Folks from all across Texas and 
other states flock to Pecos for this annual 
event. 

In the mid 1800’s in cow towns across the 
state of Texas, a new sport, the Rodeo was 
created. By 1883, a little town in West Texas, 
Pecos, launched the first full fledged rodeo. 
This annual event occurs during the week of 
our celebration for independence, July 4th. 

Tomorrow, July 1, 1999, the tradition con-
tinues as the annual Pecos Rodeo begins with 
several fun filled activities and events. The 
first Pecos rodeo was held near the town 
courthouse. What used to be the old rodeo 
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grounds is now the Pecos Community Center, 
Civic Auditorium, and the Texas Highway Pa-
trol. At one time the audience would use the 
bumpers and hoods of their Model ‘‘T’s’’ and 
‘‘A’s’’ as position for viewing the Rodeo. The 
national western pastime, marks an era of 
dust, cow hide, and leather popping for the 
traditional cowboy who utilizes his talents and 
abilities to entertain all citizens of the western 
country. 

The annual event for Pecos was actually the 
first ‘‘true‘‘rodeo ever held, with full fledged ad-
vertising and an array of different prizes and 
contestants. During that time, Pecos was 
proud to have the most saloons in West 
Texas. As legend tells us, every saloon comes 
with rowdy cowboys. These cowboys would 
compete in the Pecos rodeo to prove their ‘‘excellence‘‘ 
by competing for the grand prize. The winning 
cowboy would have the ultimate bragging 
rights. 

However, as time changes, so do the par-
ticipating cowboys. The average cowboys now 
include college and high school students who 
compete on a regular basis. As the weekend 
events begin, we must remember that even 
though cowboys and horses are the main at-
traction for the rodeo, the true life and blood 
of this spectacular event are the volunteers 
and spectators who make this a true success 
for the Pecos community. The rodeo has defi-
nitely established extensive contributions to 
the quality of life in Pecos. 

f

IN RECOGNITION OF MR. MARTIN 
P. DOOLAN 

HON. RALPH M. HALL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor and pay tribute to a fine Amer-
ican, Mr. Martin P. Doolan, recipient of the 
prestigious 1999 Ellis Island Medal of Honor. 

Following a distinguished and highly-deco-
rated military career, Mr. Doolan retired as 
captian in July of 1997, after 7 years active 
duty in the U.S. Coast Guard and 30 years of 
service in the reserves. His military career is 
augmented by an equally successful business 
career, which spans a quarter of a century of 
executive management of corporate turn-
arounds with return to long-term profitability of 
numerous sizable corporations. Mr. Doolan’s 
ability to salvage the equity value in these cor-
porations has enabled their continual growth 
for both shareholders and the thousands of 
Americans employed within these firms. 

Currently, he serves as President/CEO of 
Value City Department Stores and DSW Shoe 
Warehouse, a $1.6 billion off-price retail de-
partment store and shoe chain. His accom-
plishments have been chronicled in nationally 
recognized publications such as the Wall 
Street Journal, Fortune, Business Week, and 
many others. Recently he was featured on 
‘‘CEO Call’’ which airs on CNBC Live. 

Established in 1986 by the National Ethnic 
Coalition Organization, Ellis Island Award Re-
cipients embody exceptional humanitarian ef-
forts and contributions to fellow Americans. 
Previous awardees have included six United 

States Presidents, Governors, community ad-
vocates, and members of both the Senate and 
House of Representatives. Along with Mr. 
Doolan, other 1999 Ellis Island Award recipi-
ents include: First Lady Hillary Clinton, Chief 
Justice William Rehnquist, and Senator John 
Glenn. 

Mr. Doolan was joined at the awards cere-
mony by his lovely wife of 36 years, Grace 
Ann Doolan and his three daughters, Theresa 
Doolan, Jennifer Doolan Patty and Jeanne 
Doolan Cunningham. A former resident of 
Duncanville, TX, the Doolans currently reside 
in the quiet suburb of Heath, located on the 
outskirts of Dallas. 

Mr. Speaker, as we adjourn today, let us do 
so in honor and respect for this great Amer-
ican, Mr. Martin P. Doolan. 

f

CELEBRATING THE UNIQUE HIS-
TORY OF MASS CITY, MICHIGAN 

HON. BART STUPAK 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
call your attention to the 100th birthday of 
Mass City, a small community in the western 
part of the Upper Peninsula in Michigan’s 1st 
Congressional District. Although it is a small 
dot on the map, like many Midwest commu-
nities Mass City has its own rich and unique 
history. On this centennial occasion, I’d like to 
share a few highlights of that history with my 
House colleagues. 

As a local writer noted, it was the great con-
tinental glaciers 10,000 years ago that gave 
final shape to the topography of northern 
Michigan, but it was geologic activity hundreds 
of millions of years earlier that planted in the 
area rich deposits of copper. This ore would 
sustain a long copper culture among the ear-
liest settlers in the region, and it would serve 
as one of the powerful attractions for later Eu-
ropean settlers. 

Timber was the second attraction, and land 
for agriculture was the third, especially for 
many Finnish immigrants who settled in the 
area in the early 1900s. 

Mass City was born in 1899 in this burst of 
economic activity, but today’s guardians of 
local lore are left with the mystery of the com-
munity’s name. Is it an abbreviation for ‘‘Mas-
sachusetts City,’’ since five members of the 
board of directors of the Mass Consolidated 
Mining Company were from that state? 

Maybe it was named for the Mass Mine, dis-
covered by Noel Johnson, an early African-
American settler in the area. The prevailing 
sentiment, however, is that the name comes 
from the mass copper in the surrounding hills. 
As late as the 1990s, chunks of native copper 
weighing more than a ton were found in the 
community’s Caledonia Mine. 

The boom days of mining are gone now, Mr. 
Speaker, and only a few farms are still active. 
Lumbering is still important to the regional 
economy, but it takes a back seat to what I 
believe is the region’s greatest asset—its re-
markable quality of life. A belief in the value of 
hard work and the importance of family are re-
inforced by the beauty of the natural sur-

roundings. This is the North Woods, where 
crisp, star-filled winter nights or summer 
breezes rustling the pines are gentle remind-
ers of the Presence of the Almighty. 

Mass City will hold its reunion and centen-
nial celebration July 2–4. I hope, Mr. Speaker, 
that the real celebration of this region will con-
tinue as long as there are men and women liv-
ing there who continue to add to its history 
and treasure its heritage and values. 

f

INTRODUCING THE SCHOOL AND 
LIBRARY CONSTRUCTION AF-
FORDABILITY ACT 

HON. RANDY ‘‘DUKE’’ CUNNINGHAM 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 30, 1999

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am introducing the School and Library Con-
struction Affordability Act to make high-quality 
construction and repairs less costly for our na-
tion’s communities, schools and citizens. 

This measure would exempt public schools 
and libraries from the inflationary and costly 
effects of the federal Davis-Bacon prevailing 
wage laws. 

I am offering this legislation specifically to 
address three issues. 

First, 22 States have chosen not to impose 
state Davis-Bacon laws or have specifically 
exempted schools from coverage, so it is wise 
for us to make the federal laws to be more 
harmonious with state laws in this area. 

Second, it is well-known that the AFL–CIO 
wants to use the President’s school construc-
tion bond initiative as a vehicle to expand fed-
eral Davis-Bacon laws over a much larger 
number of local public schools than must 
abide by it today. At this time, the federal 
Davis-Bacon Act applies to public school con-
struction in cases where the public school re-
ceives federal funds as general revenue. Im-
pact Aid, for example, is such a general rev-
enue program. By contrast, ‘‘categorical’’ pro-
grams like Title I, designated for a specific 
purpose, are not general revenue to a school, 
and do not trigger Davis-Bacon coverage of 
school construction and repair. Rather than to 
add to the immense federal regulatory burden 
on our schools, we need to work to reduce 
that burden so that they can focus their scarce 
resources on educating their children. 

And third, Davis-Bacon increases construc-
tion cost 5–38 percent. Each year, the Gen-
eral Accounting Office makes note that elimi-
nating the federal Davis-Bacon Act would save 
federal taxpayers billions of dollars. The fed-
eral Davis-Bacon Act is also well-known to be 
prone to extensive waste and abuse. With this 
legislation we will help ensure that each citi-
zens’ school bond dollar buys a dollar’s worth 
of building and repairs. 

The School and Library Construction Afford-
ability Act allows schools and libraries to get 
more school buildings, and more school re-
pairs, for their scarce taxpayer dollar. It re-
spects the right of states and localities to es-
tablish their own labor practices, without im-
posing unnecessary regulations from Wash-
ington, D.C. It is neither pro-union or anti-
union, for under this measure everyone will be 
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able to compete fairly and equitably for school 
and library construction and repair work. It 
may not be construed to diminish the high 
quality of construction and repairs that the pur-
chasers of these services—our communities 
and our local taxpayers—always and rightfully 
insist upon. This bill is simply in the best inter-
ests of America’s children. 

This legislation is supported by the Associ-
ated Builders and Contractors, and the Na-
tional School Boards Association. I have at-
tached below the texts of their letters of sup-
port. In introducing this measure, I am joined 
by a dozen original cosponsors from across 
the country. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in support 
of our local schools and public libraries, in 
support of regulatory relief for our commu-
nities, and in support of our children by co-
sponsoring the School and Library Construc-
tion Affordability Act, and moving to enact it.

ASSOCIATED BUILDERS & CONTRACTORS, 
Rosslyn, VA, June 15, 1999. 

Hon. DUKE CUNNINGHAM, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CUNNINGHAM: On behalf 
of Associated Builders and Contractors 
(ABC), and its more than 20,000 contractors, 
subcontractors, suppliers and related firms 
across the country, I would like to express 
our strong support for the ‘‘School and Li-
brary Construction Affordability Act.’’ This 
is much needed legislation to exempt public 
schools and libraries from the inflationary 
and costly effects of the federal Davis-Bacon 
Act. 

By eliminating Davis-Bacon requirements 
for school and library construction, Congress 
will help lift outdated burdens and federal 
restrictions and help improve local control 
and flexibility in leveraging education dol-
lars. It will give local school districts the 
ability to spend resources where they will 
most effectively meet students’ educational 
needs. 

As you know, Davis-Bacon inflates the cost 
of construction anywhere from 5 to 38 per-
cent, thus hurting those who fund, provide, 
and receive public education by forcing 
school districts to pay more to provide stu-
dents with less. Davis-Bacon siphons tax dol-
lars which could be better spent on real ef-
forts to help education—such as additional 
school repairs, more facilities, books, com-
puters, and other services that actually im-
prove classroom learning and benefit school 
children. 

Twenty-two states have recognized the 
waste associated with federal restrictions 
like Davis-Bacon and have chosen not to 
have similar state restrictions on schools. 
Ohio, for example, exempted school con-
struction and repair from the state’s ‘‘little 
Davis-Bacon Act’’ in 1997, and has since 
found preliminary savings have averaged 10 
percent lower costs. Davis-Bacon serves as 
an ‘‘unfunded mandate’’ on those states, by 
forcing them to work under a Depression-era 
labor law that mandates inefficient practices 
and inflates construction costs. 

Additionally, eliminating Davis-Bacon re-
strictions will help give local residents 
entry-level job and training opportunities on 
projects in their own neighborhood, by al-
lowing contractors to hire ‘‘helpers,’’ as they 
do for schools not hindered by Davis-Bacon. 
This will be an important step toward ensur-
ing job opportunities for many low-skilled 
minorities, at-risk youth, and displaced 
workers to ‘‘earn while they learn’’ in their 
community. 

ABC applauds your leadership in intro-
ducing the ‘‘School and Library Construc-
tion Affordability Act’’ to help improve use 
of our nation’s tax dollars and ensure real 
educational improvements. 

Sincerely, 
JENNIFER BOUCHER, 

Director, Government Affairs. 
NATIONAL SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION, 

Alexandria, VA, June 14, 1999. 
Hon. DUKE CUNNINGHAM, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CUNNINGHAM: Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment on your 
proposed legislation that would exempt 
schools and libraries from federal Davis-
Bacon prevailing wage provisions. We strong-
ly support the intent of your legislation to 
keep federal support for school and library 
construction free from the constraints of 
Davis-Bacon prevailing wage requirements. 
The National School Boards Association, 
representing 95,000 school board members 
through its federation of 53 states and terri-
tories, believes that in both direct federal 
funding for school and library construction 
and indirect support through federal tax 
credits must be unencumbered by the infla-
tionary factors associated with the Davis-
Bacon law. 

Throughout the United States public 
school students find themselves coping with 
intolerable conditions in school facilities. 
Many students attend schools with over-
crowded classrooms, obsolete equipment, 
classrooms not wired for current computing 
technology, and other structural obstacles 
that impact student safety and learning. 

According to a 1996 General Accounting Of-
fice report, 38 percent of urban schools, 30 
percent of suburban schools, and 30 percent 
of rural schools have at least one building 
that needs extensive repair or total replace-
ment. More than one-third of all public 
school students attend classes in school 
buildings that need serious repair or replace-
ment. The estimated costs of these repairs 
and replacements are $112 billion. 

Several proposals have been introduced, 
such as America’s Better Classrooms Act of 
1999 (H.R. 1760) by Congresswoman Nancy 
Johnson of Connecticut, to help local mu-
nicipalities obtain funding to build des-
perately needed new schools and renovate 
outdated and unsafe classrooms. This legisla-
tion will provide tax credits for the interest 
of $25 billion in new public bonds for school 
construction and renovation. NSBA believes 
that this and similar legislation begins to 
address the magnitude of the school con-
struction crisis. However, we are concerned 
that the inclusion of Davis-Bacon would se-
verely undermine the real impact of such 
initiatives. 

For instance, if Davis-Bacon prevailing 
wage requirements were explicitly applied to 
this tax provision, it would impact 38 states 
that either have no state prevailing wage 
laws, or have prevailing wage requirements 
substantially less intrusive than federal re-
quirements. That means, for the most im-
poverished rural and inner-city school dis-
tricts, construction and renovation costs 
would increase as much as 15 percent over 
current costs minimizing the assistance pro-
vided by the underlying tax credit. 

In this light, we strongly support the in-
tent of your proposed legislation to explic-
itly state that federal Davis-Bacon pre-
vailing wage requirements will not be ap-
plied to school construction tax credits or di-
rect funding for construction of schools and 
libraries. 

We appreciate your support for our Amer-
ica’s children. 

Sincerely, 
ANNE L. BRYANT, 

Executive Director.

f 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
July 1, 1999 may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today’s RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

JULY 13 

2 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-

committee 
To hold hearings on S. 729, to ensure that 

Congress and the public have the right 
to participate in the declaration of na-
tional monuments on federal land. 

SD–366

JULY 14 

9:30 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold joint oversight hearings on the 
General Accounting Office report on 
Interior Department’s trust funds re-
form. 

SH–216

JULY 15 

9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To resume hearings on S. 161, to provide 
for a transition to market-based rates 
for power sold by the Federal Power 
Marketing Administrations and the 
Tennessee Valley Authority; S. 282, to 
provide that no electric utility shall be 
required to enter into a new contract 
or obligation to purchase or to sell 
electricity or capacity under section 
210 of the Public Utility Regulatory 
Policies Act of 1978; S. 516, to benefit 
consumers by promoting competition 
in the electric power industry; and S. 
1047, to provide for a more competitive 
electric power industry. 

SH–216
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JULY 20 

9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 

To hold hearings on the nomination of F. 
Whitten Peters, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be Secretary of the Air 
Force; and the nomination of Arthur L. 
Money, of Virginia, to be an Assistant 
Secretary of Defense. 

SR–222

JULY 21 
9:30 a.m. 

Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 985, to amend the 

Indian Gaming Regulatory Act. 
SR–485

JULY 27 
9:30 a.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings on S. 1052, to imple-

ment further the Act (Public Law 94–

241) approving the Covenant to Estab-
lish a Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands in Political Union 
with the United States of America. 

SD–366

JULY 28 

9:30 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 

To hold hearings on S. 979, to amend the 
Indian Self-Determination and Edu-
cation Assistance Act to provide for 
further self-governance by Indian 
tribes. 

SR–485

AUGUST 4 

9:30 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 

To hold hearings on S. 299, to elevate the 
position of Director of the Indian 
Health Service within the Department 
of Health and Human Services to As-

sistant Secretary for Indian Health; 
and S. 406, to amend the Indian Health 
Care Improvement Act to make perma-
nent the demonstration program that 
allows for direct billing of medicare, 
medicaid, and other third party payors, 
and to expand the eligibility under 
such program to other tribes and tribal 
organizations; followed by a business 
meeting to consider pending calendar 
business. 

SR–485

SEPTEMBER 28 

9:30 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 

To hold joint hearings with the House 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs to re-
view the legislative recommendations 
of the American Legion. 

345 Cannon Building 
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